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PREFACE

AN ESSAY 1N REFUTATION OF ATHEISY,

It is not without some misgiving that I present-'the following cssay to
-the public; not, indeed, because I have any lack of confidence in the
soundness of its principles, or the combined analytical and synthetic pro-
-cesses by which I attempt to demonstrate the existence of God. the fact
-of creation, providence, the moral law, and the ground of man’s moral
obligation to worship God; but from a consciousness of my inability to
do justice to the great thesis I have undertaken to defend, and my dis-
trust of the disposition of the public to receive and read with patience
what is most likely to be trcated as a metaphysical disquisition, and
therefore as worthless. Nobody now reads metaphysical works, or any
works that pertain to the higher philosophy, and especially such as
.attempt to vindicate theology as the science of sciences.

All T can say is, that my essay is not metaphysical in the ordinary
acceptation of the term, does not attempt to construct a scicnce of
.abstractions, which are null, and deals only with concretes, with reali-
-ties. Some of the problems, and the analyses by which I attempt to
solve them, may be regarded as abstruse, difficult, and foreign from the
-ordinary current of thought, as all such discussions must nccessarily be;
but I have donc my best to make my statements and reasonings clear and
distinet, plain and intclligible to men of ordinary understanding and
dntellectual culture.
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The greatest difficulty tho reader will find arises from the fact that T
have not followed the more common methods of proving the existence of”
God, and that while I have broached no new system of philosophy,
I have adopted an unfamiliar method of demonstration, though in my
judgment rendered necessary by the logic of the case. I follow ncither the:
ontological method, nor the psychological method, and adopt ncither the-
argument a priori, nor the argument a posteriori, and while I maintain
that the principles of all the real and the knowable are intuitively given
I deny that we know that being or God is by intuition.

I have borrowed from Plato and Aristotle, St. Augustine and St.
Thomas, from Cousin and Gioberti, heathen and Christian, orthodox and:
heterodox what I found to my purpose, but I follow no one any further
than he follows what I hold to be demonstrable or undeniable truth. I
have freely criticized and rejected the teachings of eminent authors, for
some of whom I have a profound reverence, but I think my criticisms-
carry their own justification with them. I have adopted the Ideal formula,
Ens creat existentias, asserted by Gioberti; but not till I have by my own
analysis of thought, the objective clement of thought, and the ideal cle-
ment of the object, been forced to accept it; and whether I explain and:
apply it or not In his scnse, I certainly take it in none of the scnses that,
to my knowledge, have been objected to Ly his critics. I um not a fol-
lower of Gioberti; he is not my master; but I cannot reject s truth.
because he has defended it; and to refuse to name him, and give him
credit where credit is honestly his due, because he is in bad odor with a.
portion of the public, would be an act of meanness and cowardice of
which I trust I am incapable.

My essay ought to be acceptable to all who profess to be Christians.
What my religion is all the world knows that knows me at all. 1am an-
uncompromising Catholic, and on all proper occasions I glory in avow-
ing my adherence to the Sec of Rome, and in defending the Catholic-
faith, and the Roman Pontiff now gloriously reigning, the Vicar of
Chirist, and Supreme Head and infallible teacher of the Universal Church.
BSuch being the fact, there would be a want of good taste as well as-
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-manliness in seeking to disguise or to conceal it. But in this work I
thave had no occasion to discuss any question on which there arc any
differences amoang those who profess to be Christians, and I have only
defended, not the faith, but the preamble to faith, as St. Thomas calls it,
against the common cnemy of God and man,

I have embodied in this comparatively brief cssay the results of my
reading and reflections during a long life on the grounds of science,
-religion, and ethics: they may not be worth rhuch, but I give them to
-the public for what they are worth. They do not solve all the questions
that the ingenious and the subtile critic may raise, and fairly respond to
all the objections that sophists and cavillers may adduce; but I think the
‘work indicates a method which will be uscful to manj minds,and, if’
-it converts no atheist, will at least tend to confirm Christians in tho
fundamental article of their faith, and to put them on their guard against
-the seductions of a satanic philosophy and a false, but arrogant science
to which they are everywhere exposed. I have written to save the cause
-of truth and sound philosophy, and, in all humility, I submit what I
fiave written to the protection of Him whose honor and glory I have
«wished to serve, and to the infallible judgment of his Vicar on earth.

O. A. BROWNSON.
EvL1zaBern, N. J., March, 1873,






ESSAY IN REFUTATION OF ATHEISM.

{From Brownson's Quarterly Review for 1873-4.]

L—INTRODUCTION.

Tre age of heresy is virtually past. Heresy, in its pro-
gressive developments, has successively arraigned and
rejected every article in the creed, from “Patrem omnipo-
tentem” down to “ Vitam seternam.” Following its essential
nature, that of arbitrary choice among revealed mysteries
and dogmas, of what it will reject or retain, it has eliminated
one after another, till it has nothing distinctively Christian
remaining, or to distinguish it fromn pure, unmitigated
rationalism and downright naturalism. It retains with the
men and women of the advanced, or movement party,
hardly a dim and fading reminiscence of the supernatural,
and may be said to have exhausted itself, and gone so far
that it can go no further.

No new heresy is possible. The pressing, the living con-
troversy of the day isnot between orthodoxy and heterodoxy,
which virtnally ended with Bossuet’s /istoire des Varia-
tions du Protestantisme, and the issue is now between
Cliristianity and infidelity, faith and unbelief, religion and
no religion, the worship of God the Creator, or the idolatry
of man and nature—in a word between theism and atheism ;
for pantheism, so fearfully prevalent inmodern philosophy,
is ouly a form of atheism, and in substance differs not fromn
what the fool says in lus heart, Non est Deus. Not all
on either side, however, have as yet Lecome aware that this
is the real issue, or that the old controversy between the
orthodox and the heterodox, or the church and the sects, is.
not still a living controversy ; but all on either side who
have looked beneath the surface, and marked the tendencies
of modern thought and of modern theorics widely received,
in their princi}ﬁes if not in their developments, are well
aware that the exact question at issue is no longer the church,
but back of it in theqdomain of science and pTlilosophy, and
is simply, God or no God ¢

The scicentific theories in vogue are all atheistic, or have
at least an atheistic tendency; for they all seck to explain

VoL IL—1
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man and the nniverse, or the cosmos, without the recognition
of God as its first or its final cause. Even the philosophical
systems that professedly combat atheism and materialism,
fail to recognize the fact of creation from nothing, assumne
the production of the cosinos by way of emanation, forma-
tion, or evolution, which is only a form of atheism. Even
philosophical theories which profess to demonstrate the
existence of God, bind him fast or completely hedge him
in by what they call *“the laws of nature,” deny him per-
sona{ity or the last comnplement of rational nature, and take
from him his liberty or freedom of action, which is really
to deny him, or, what is the same thing, to absorb him in
the cosmnos.

The ethical theorics of our moral philosophers have
equally an atheistical tendency. They a})l seck a basis for
virtue without the recognition of God, the creative act, or
the divine will. Some place the ethical principle in self-
interest, some in utility, some in instinct, some in what tircy
call a moral sense,amoral sentiment, or in a subjective idea ;
others, in acting according to truth ; others, in acting accord-
ing to the fitness of things, or in reference to universal
order. Popular literature, written or inspired in no small
part by women, places it in what it calls love, and in doing
what love dictates. The love, however, is instinctive, car-
ries its own reason and justification in itself, refuses to be
morally bound, and shrinks from the very thought of duty
or obligation—a love that moves and operates as one of the
great clemental forces of nature, as attraction, gravitation,
the wind, the storin, or the lightning. The Christian doc-
. trine that makes virtue consist in voluntary obedience to the
law of God as our sovereign, our final cause, and finds the
Lasis of moral obligation in our relation to God as lis creat-
ures, created for him as their last end, is hardly entertained
by any classof modern ethical philosophers, even when they
profess to be Christians.

In politics, the same tendency to-eliminate God from
socicty and the state is unmistakable. The statesinen and
political philosophers who base their politics on principles
derived from theology are exceptions to the rule, and are
regarded as “lehind the age.” Iolitical atheism, or the
assuinption that the secular order is independent of the spir-
itual, and can and shonld exist and act without regard to it,
is the popular doctrine throughout Europe and America,
alike with monarchists and republicans, and is at the bot-
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tom of all the revolutionary movements of the last century
and the present. Nothing can be said that will be received
with more general repugnance by the men of the age than
the assertion of the supremacy of the spiritual order, or the
denial that the secular is independent,—supreine.

If we glance at the various projects of reform, moral,
political, or social, which are put forth fromm day to day in
such numbers and with so much confidence, we: shall see
that they are all pervaded by one and the same atheistic
thought. We sce it in the late Robert Owen’s scheme of
ﬁnra leloicrams, which avowedly assumed that the race had

itherto been aflicted by a trinity of evils of which it is
necessary to get rid, namely, property, marriage, and reli-
gi::; we see it it in the phalanstery of Charles Fourier,
d on passional harmony. or rather on passional indul-
gence ; we see it also in the International Association of
working men, who would seem to be moved by a personal
hatred of God ; finally, we see it in the mystic republic of
the late Mazzini, who though he accepts, in name, God and
religion, yet makes the people God, and popular instincts
religion. The Saint-Simonians, with their Nouwveaw Chris-
tianisme, are decidedly pantheists, and the Comtists recog-
nize and worship no éod but the grand collective Leing,
humanity ; Proudhon declared that we must deny God, or
not be able to assert liberty.

This rapid sketch is sufticicnt to bear out the statement
that the living controversy of the day is not between ortho-
dox and heterodox Christians, but between Christianity and
atheisin, or, what is the same thing, Clristianity and pan-
theism. The battle is not even for supernatural revelation,
but for God, the Creator and End of man and the universe,
for natural reason and natural society, for the very principle
of intellectual, moral, and social life. It is all very well
for those excellent people who never look beyond their own
convictions or prejudices to tell us that atheisin is absurd,
and that we nced not trouble ourselvzs about it, for no man
in his senses is, or can be, an atheist. But let no one lay
this “ flattering unction to his soul.” Facts, too painfully
certain to be disputed, and too numerous to be unheeded by
any one who attends at all to what is going on under his
very eyes, prove the contrary. The fools are not all dead,
and a new crop is born every year.

The Iuternationals are avowed atheists, and they boast
that their association, which is but of yesterday, has already
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(1871) two mullions of men in France enrolled in its ranks,
-and four millions in the rest of Europe. Is this nothing ?
‘What their principles are, and what their conduct may %e
expected to{))e, the murders and incendiarisms of the Paris
Commune, which their chiefs approved, have sufticiently
taught us. But, under the guise of science and free thonght,
men of the highest intellectual, literary, and social standing,
like Ralph Waldo Emerson and his disciples, like Charles
Darwin, Sir John Lubbock, Professors Huxley and Tyndall,
Herbert Spencer, Emile Littré, and the Positivists or wor-
shippers of humanity, to say nothing of the Hegelians of
Germany and the majority of the medical profession, are
daily and hourly propagating atheism, open or disguised, in
our higher literary and cultivated classes. The ablest and
most ap{)]roved organs of public opinion in Great Britain
and the United States, France and Germany, either defend
atheistic science, or treat its advocates with great respect
and tenderness, as if the questions they raise were purely
speculative, and without any practical bearing on the great
and vital interests of man and society. There may be, and
we trust there is, much faith, much true piety left in Chris-
tendom ; but public opinion, we may say the otficial opinion,
—the opinion that finds expression in nearly all modern
overnnents and legislation,—is antichristian, and between
hristianity and atheism there is nomiddle ground, no legit-
imate haltinﬁ place.

It certainly, then, is not a work uncalled for, to subject

the atheistic and false theistic theories of the day to a Lrief
but rigid examination. The problemn we have to solve is
the gravest problem that can occupy the human intellect or
the ﬁnman 1eart, the individnal or society. It is, whether
there is a God who has created the world from nothing, who
is our first cause and our last cause, who has made us for
himself as our supreme good, who sustains and governs us
by his providence, and has the right to our obedience and
worship ; or whether we are in the world, coming we know
not whence, and going we know not whither, without any
rule of life or purpose in our existence.

IL.—THEISM IN POSSESSION.

An atheist is one who i not a theist. Atheists may be
divided into two classes, positive and negative. Positive
atheists are those who deny positively the existence of God,
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and profess to be able to prove that God is not; negative
atheists are those, who, if they do not deny positively that
God is, maintain that he is unknowable, that we have, and
can have no proof of his existence, no reason for asserting
it, for the hypothesis of a God explains and accounts
for nothing. Of thislatter class of atheists are the Comtists
and the Cosmists, or those who take Auguste Comte for their
master and those who swear by Herbert Spencer.

False theists or pantheists reject the name of atheists, and
yet are not essentially distingnishable fromn them. They are
divided into several classes : 1, the emanationists, or those
who hold that all things emanate, as the stream from the
fountain, from the one only being or substance which they
call God, and return at length to%nim and are reabsorbed in
him ; 2, the generationists, or those who hold that the one
only being or substance is in itself both male and female,
and gencrates the world from itself; 38, the formationists, or
those who, like Plato and Aristotle, hold that God produces
. all things by giving form to a preéxisting and eternal mat-

ter, as an artificer cunstructs a Eouse or a temple with mate-
rials furnished to his hand ; 4, the ontologists, or Spinozists,
who assert that nothing is or exists, but being or substance,
with its attributes or modes; 5, the psychologists or egoists,
or those who assert that nothing exists but the soul, the Ego,
and its productions, modes, or-affections, as maintained by
Fichte.

There are various other shades of pantheism ; but all pan-
theists coalesce and agree in denying the creative act of
being producing all things from nothing, and all, except the
formationists, represented by Plato and Aristotle, in
maintaining that there is only one substance, and that the
cosmos emanates from it, is generated by it, or is its attri-
bute, mode, affection, or phenomenon. The characteristic
of pantheism is the denial of creation from nothing and the
creation of substantial existences or sccond canscs, that is,
existences capable, when sustained by the first cause, of act-
ing from their own centre and producing effects of their
own. Plato and Aristotle approach nearer to theisin than
any other class of pantheists, and if they had adwmitted cre-
ation they wounld not be pantheists at all, but theists.

Omitting the philosophers of the Academy and the Lyceuin,
all pantheists agmit only one substance, which is the sub-
stance or reality of the cosmos, on which all the cosmic
phenomena depend for their reality, and of which they are
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simply appearauces or manifestations. Here pantheism and
atheism coincide, and are one and the same; for whether
you call this one substance God, soul, or nature, makes not
the least difference in the world, since you assert nothing
above or distinguishable from the cosmos. Pantheism may
be the more subtle form, but is none the less a form of athe-
ism, and pantheists are really only atheists; for they assert
no God distinct from nature, above it, and its creator.

Pantheisin is the earliest form of atheisin, the first depart-
ure from theology, and is not 1egarded by those who accept
it as atheism at aﬁ. It undoubtedly retains many theistical -
conceptions around which the religious sentiments may linger
for a time ; yet it is no-theism and no-theism is atheism.
Pantheism, if one pleases, is inchoate atheism, the first step
in the descent from theism, as complete atheism is the last.
It is the germ of which atheism is the blossom or the ripe
fruit. Pantheism is a misconception of the relation of cause
and effect, and the beginning of the corruption of the ideal ;
atheism is its total corruption and loss. It is implicit not
explicit atheism, as eveH heresy is implicitly though not
explicitly the total denial of Christianity, since Christianity
is an indivisible whole. In this sense, and in this sense only,
are pantheisin and atheism distinguishable.

Pantheism in some of its forms underlies all the ancient
and modern heathen mythologies; and nothing is more absurd
than to suppose that these mythologies were primitive, and
that Christianity has been gradually developes from them.
Men could not deny God before his existence had been
asserted, nor could they identify him with the substance or
reality manifested in the cosmic phenomena if they had no
notion of his existence. Pantheism and atheism presuppose
theism ; for the denial cannot precede the affirmation, and
either is unintelligible without it, as Protestantism presup-

oses and is unintelligible without the church in commun-
1on with the See of IRome against which it protests. The
assertion of the papal supremacy necessarily preceded its
denial. Dr. Draper, Sir John Lubbock, as well as a host of
others, maintain that the more perfect forins of religion
have been developed from the less perfect, as Professor
Huxley maintains that life is developed from protoplasm,
and protoplasm from proteine, and Charles Darwin that the
higher species of animals have been developed from the
lower, man from the ape or some one of the monkey tribe,
by the gradual operation for ages of what he calls “ natural
selection.”
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It has almost passed into an axiom that the human race
began, as to religion, in fetichism, and passed progressively
through the various forms and stages of polytheism up to the
sublime monotheism of the Jews and Christians; yet the
only authority for it is that it chimes in with the genecral
theory of progress held by a class of antichristian theorists
and socialists, but which has itself no basis in scicnce, his-
tory. or philosophy. So faras history goes, the monotheism
of the Jews and Christians is older than polytheism, older
than fetichism, and in fact, a3 held by the patriarchs, was
the primitive religion of mankind. There is no carlier his-
torical record extant than Glenesis, and in that we find the
recognition and worship of one only God, Creator of the
heavens and the earth, as well established as subsequently
with the Jews aud Christians. The oldest of the Vedas are
the least corrupt and superstitions' of the sacred books of the
Hindoos, but Sxe theology even of the oldest and purest is
decidedly santheistic, which as we have said, presupposes
theism, and never could have preceded the theistical theol-

~ ogy. Pantheism may be developed by way of corruption

from theism, but theism can never be developed in any sense
from pantheism.

All the Gentile religions or superstitions, if carefally
examined and scientitically analyzed, are seen to have
their tytpe in the patriarchal religion,—the type, beit under-
stood, from which they have receded, but not the ideal
which they are approaching and struggling to realize. They
all have their ideal in the past, and each points to a perfec--
tion once possessed, but now lost. Over them all hovers
the memory of a departed glory. The genii, devs, or divi,
the good and the bad demons of the hecathen mythologies,
are evidently travesties of the Biblical doctrine of good and
bad angels. The doctrine of the fall, of expiation and repa-
ration by thesuffering and death of a-God or Divine Person,
which meets us under various forms in all the Indo-Ger-
manic or Aryan mythologies, and indeed in. all the known
mythologies of the world, are evidently derived fromn the
teachings of the patriarchal or primitive religion of the
race,—not the Christian doctrine of original sin, redemp-
tion, and reparation by the passion and death of Our Lord,
from them. The heathen doctrines on all these points are
mingled with too many silly fables, too many superstitious
details and revolting and indecent incidents, to have been
primitive, and clearly prove that they are a primitive doc-
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trine corrupted. The purest and simplest forms are always
the earliest.

We see, also, in all these heathen mythologies, traces or
reminiscences of an original belief in the unity of God.
Above all the Dii Majores and the Dii Minores there hovers,
so to speak, dimly and indistinctly it may be, one Slwremc
and ever-living God, to whom Saturn, Jupiter, Juno, Venus,
Vulean, Mars, Dis, and all the other gods and goddesses to
whom temples were erected and sacrifices were offered, were
inferior and subject. It is true the heathen regarded him
as inaccessible and inexorable; paid him no distinctive wor-
ship, and denominated him Fate or Destiny; yet it is clear
that in the 70 &v of the Alexandrians, the i‘]tcmity of the
Persians, above both Ormuzd and Ahriman, the heathen
retained at least an obscure and fading reminiscence of the
unity and supremacy of -the one God of tradition. They
knew him, but they did not, when they knew him, worship
h(inll a8 God, but gave his glory unto creatures or empty
idols.

We deny, then, that fetichism or any other form of
heathenism is or can be the primitive or earliest religion of
mankind. The primitive or earliest known religion of man-
kind was a purely theistical religion. Monotheism is, his-
torically as well as logically, older than polytheism; the
worship of God preceded the worship of nature, the ele-
ments, the sun, moon, and stars of heaven, or the demons
swarming in the air. Christian faith is in substance older
than pantheism, as pantheism is older than undisguised
atheism. Christian theism is the oldest creed, as well as the
oldest philosophy of mankind, and has been from the first
and sti{)l is the creed of the living and progressive portion
of the human race.

Christianity claims, as every body knows, to be the prim-
itive and universal religion, and to be based on absolutel
catholic principles. Always and everywhere held, though
not held by aﬁ individuals, or even nations, frec from all
admixture of ‘error and superstition. Yet analyze all the
heathen religions, eliminate all their differences, as Mr.
Herbert Spencer proposes, take what is positive or affirm-
ative, permancnt, universal, in them, as distingunished from
what in them is negative, limited, local, variable, or tran-
sitory, and you will have remaining the principles of Chris-
tianity as found in the patriarchal religion, as held in the

Synagogue, and taught by the Church of Christ. These -
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rinciples are all absolutely catholic or universal, and hence

hristianity, in its essential principles at least, is really the
nniversal religion, and in possession as such. The presump-
tion, as say the lawyers,'is then decidedly in favor of the
Christian and against the atheist.

Christianity, again, not only asserts God and his provi-
dence as its fundamental principle, but claims to be the law
of God, supernaturally revealed to man, or the revelation
which he ]fa.s made of himself, of his providence, of his
will, and of what he exacts of his rational creatures. Then,
again, Christianity asserts, in principle, only the catholic or
universal belief of the race. The belief in God, in provi-
dence, natural power, and in supernatural intervention in
human affairs in some form, is universal. Even the atheist
shudders at a ghost story, and is surprised by sudden danger
into a prayer. Men and nations may in their ignorance or
superstition misconceive and misrepresent the Divinity, but
they could not do so, if they had no belief that God is.
Prayer to God or the gods, which is universal, is full proof
of the universality of the belief in Divine Providence and
in supernatural intervention. Hence, again, the presump-
tion is in favor of Christian theism and against th: atheist.

Of course, this universal belief, or this consensus hominum,
is not adduced here as full proof of the truth of Christianity,
or of the catholic principles on which it rests; but it is
adduced as a presumptive proof of Christianity and against
atheism, while it undeniably throws the burden of proof on
the atheist, or whoever questions it. It is not enough for
the atheist to deny God, providence, and the supernatural;
he must sustain his deni».lp by proofs strong enough, at least,
to turn the presumption against Christianity, before he can
oblige or compel the Christian to Plead. Till then, “So I
and my fathers have always held,” is all the reply lhe is
required to make to any one that would oust him.

III.—THE ATHEIST CANNOT TURN THE PRESUMPTION.

But can the atheist turn the presumption, and turn it
against the theist? It perhaps will be more difficult to do
it than he imagines. It is very easy to say that the universal
fact which the Christian addnces originated in ignorance,
which the progress of science has dissipated ; but this is not
enongh: the atheist mst prove that it has actually origi-
nated in men’s ignorance, and not in their knowledge, and
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that the alleged progress of science, so far as it bears on this

uestion, is not itself an illusion; for he must bear in mind

1at the burden of proof rests on him, since theism is in
possession and the presminption is against him. Is it certain
that Christians have less science than atheists? As far as
our observation goes, the atheist may have more of theory
and be richer in bold denials and in nnsupported assertions,
but he has somewhat less of science than the Christian theo-
logian. The alleged progress of science, be it greater or
less, throws no light one way or another on the question;
for it is confessedly confined to a region below that of reli-
gion, and does not rise above or extend beyond the cosmos.

The latest and ablest representatives of the atheistical
science of the age are the Positivists, or followers of Auguste
Comte, and the Cosmists, or admirers of Ilerbert Spencer, and
neither of these pretend that their science has demonstrated or
can demonstrate that God is not. Mr. John Fiske, who last
year (1870) was a Comtist, and who is this year (1871) a Cos-
mist says, in one of his lectures before Harvard College, very
distinctly, that they have not. lle says, speaking of God
and religion: “ We are now in a region where absolute
demonstration, in the scientific sense, i1s impossible. It is
beyond the power of science to ;I)‘rove that a personal God
either exists or does not exist.” Thisis express, and is not
affccted Ly the interjection of the word personal, for an
impersonal God ig no God at all, but is simply nature or the
cosmos, and indistinguishable from it. The lecturer, after
admitting the inability of science to prove there is no God,
proceeds to criticise the arguments usually adduced to prove
that God is, and to show that they are all inconclusive.
Suppose him successful in this, which, by the way, he is not,
he proves nothing to the purpose. The insufficiency of the
argumets alleged to prove that God is, does not entitle him
to conclude that God is not, and creates no resumpl:ion that
he is not. 1le cannot conclude from their insufticiency that
science is capable of overcoming the great fact the Christian
adduces, and which creates presumption against atheismn.

It is, no doubt, true, that both the Cowmtists and Cosinists
deny that they are atheists; but they are evidently what we
have called negative atheists; for they do not assert that
God is, and maintain that there is no evidence or proof of
his existence. If they do not positively deny it, they cer-
tainly do not affirm it. They admit, indeed, an infinite
power, Force, or Reality, underlying the cosmic phenomena,
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and of which the phenomena are manifestations; but this
does not relieve them of atheism, for it is not independent
of the cosmos or distinguishable from it. It is simply the
cosmos itself—the substance or reality—that appears in the
cosmic phenomena. It, then, is not God, and they do not
call it God, and avowedly reject what they call the ® theist-
ical hypothesis.”
. Yet both sects agree in this, that they have no science
that disproves the *theistical hypothesis,” or that does or
can prove the falsity of the great catholic principles asserted
in the universal beliefs of the race. Mr. Fiske, in his lec-
ture, says: “ We cannot therefore expect to obtgin a result
which, like a mathematical theorem, shall stand firm through
mere weight of logic, or which, like a theorem in physics, can
be subjected to a crucial test. We can only examine the argu-
ments on which the theistic hypothesis is founded, and
inquire whether they are of such a character as to be con-
vineing and satisfactory ..... If it turns out that these
arguments are not. ... satisfactory, it will follow that, as
the cosmic philosophy becomes more and more widely
understood and accepted, the theistical hypothesis will gen-
erally fall into discredit, not because it will have been dis-
proved but because there will be no sufficient warrant for
maintaining it.” This is a full and frank confession that
science does not and cannot disprove Christian theism, and
that the hope of the Cosmists to get it superseded by the
cosmic philosof)hy, does not rest on disproving it, but in per-
suading men that there “is no sufficient warrant for main-
taining it.” But, if science cannot disprove theism, the
presumption remains good against atheism, and the Christian
theist is not required to produce his title deeds or proofs.
Till then, the argument from prescription or possession is
all the warrant he needs.

But the confession that science cannot prove that God is
not, is the confession that the atheist has no scientific truth
to oppose Clristian theism, but only a theory, an opinion,
a “mental habit,” without any scientific support. In the
passage last quoted from Mr. Fiske we have marked an
omission. - The part of the sentence omitted is, “ none who
rigidly adhere to the doctrine of evolution, who assert the
relativity of all knowledge, and who refuse to reason on the
subjective method.” There can be no doubt that the doc-
trine of evolution and the relativity of all knowledge is
incompatible, as Mr. Fiske and his master, Herbert Spencer,
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maintain, with Christian theism, or the assertion that God
is. But as science cannot prove that God is not, it follows
that the doctrine of evolution and the relativity of all knowl-
edge, which the Cosmists oppose to the existence of God, is
not and cannot be scientifically proved, and is simply a theory
or hypothesis, not science, an(Y counts for nothing in the
argument. In confessing their inability to demonstrate
wﬁat the fool says in his heart, Nox Est Drus, God is not,
they confess their inability to demonstrate their doctrine of
evolution, and the relativity of all knowledge. They also
thus confess that they have no science to oppose theism, and
they expect it to perish, in the words of Mr. Fiske, “as
other doctrines have perished, through lack of the mental
predisposition to accept it.” This should dispose of the
objection to Christian theism drawn from pretended science,
and it leaves the presumption still against atheism, as we
have found it.

It is hardly necessary to remark that the presumption in
favor of theism cannot {e overcome, and the burden of proof
thrown on the theist by any alleged theory or hypothesis which
i8 not itself demonstrated or proved. The atheist must
prove that his theory or hypothesis is scientifically true,
which of course the ‘cosmic philosophers, who assert the
theory of evolution and of the relativity of all knowledge,
cannot do. If all knowledge is relative, there is then no
absolute knowledge ; if no aﬁo]ute knowledge, the Cosmists
can neither absolutely know nor prove that all knowledge is
relative. The proof of the theory of the relativity o%ea]l
knowledge woufd consequently be its refutation ; for then all
knowledge would not be relative, to wit, the knowledge that
all knowledge is relative. The theory is then self-contradic-
tory, or an unprovable and an uncertain opinion; and an

_uncertain opinion is insufficient to oust theism from its
immewmorial possession. The atheist must allege against it
positive truth, or facts susceptible of being positively proved,
or gain no standing in court.

ccording to the Cosmists, there is no absolute science, dnd
science itself is a variable and uncertain thing. Mr. Fiske
tells us that in 1870 he was a Comtist or Positivist, and
defended, in his course of lectures of that year, the ¢ Philo-
sophic Positive ;” but in this year (1871) he holds and
defends the cosmic philosophy, which he says “diff rs from
it alicost fundamentally.” ~ The Comtean philosophy absorbs
the cosmos in man and society; the cosmic philosophy
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includes man and society in the cosmos, as it does minerals,
vegetables, animals, apes and tadpoles, and subjects them all
alike to one and the same universal law of evolution. This,
our cosmic or Spencerian philosopher assures us, is science
to-day. But whocan say “ what it will be fifty years hence,
or what modifications of it the unremitted investigations of
scientific men into the cosmic phenomena and their laws will
necessitate.”” There is and can be no real, invariable, and
rmanent science, yet the cosmic philosophers see no absurd-
ity in asking the race to give up its universal beliefs on the
authority of their present theory. and nothing wrong in try-
ing to spread their ever-shifting, ever-varying science and
make it supersede in men’s minds the Christian principles of
God, creation, and providence, although they confess that it
ma'f turn out on inquiry to be false.
here is no doubt that, if the cosmic philosophers could
t their pretended science generally accepted, they would
do much to generate a habit or disposition of mind very
unfavorable to the recognition of Christian theism ; but that
would be no argument for the truth of their science or phi-
losophy. The Cosmists—a polite name for atheists—fail to
recognize theism, not because they have or pretend to have
any scientific cvidence of its falsity, but really because it
does not lie in the sphere of their investigations. I have
never seen God at the end of my telescope,” said the astron-
omer, Lalande; yet perhaps it never occurred to him that if
there were no God, there could be no astronomy. The
Cosmists contine their investigations to the cosmic phenom-
ena and their laws, and God is neither a cosinic phenomenon
nor 3 cosmic law; how then should they recognize him ?
They do not find God, because le is not. in the order of facts
with which they are engrossed, though not one of those
facts does or could exist without him.

IV. NO PURELY COSMIC BCIENCE.

Theism being in possession, and holding from prescrip-
tion, can be ousted only by establishing the title of an
adverse claimant. This, we have scen, the atheist cannot
do. The cosmic philosophers confess that science is unable
to prove that God is not. They confess, then, that they
have no scientific truth to oppose to his being, or that con-
tradicts it. It is true, they add, that science is eaually
unable to prove that God is; but that is our affair, and per-



14 REFUTATION OF ATHEISM.

haps we shall, before we close, prove the contrary. DBut it
is enough for us at present to know that the Cosmists or
atheists confess that they have no scientific truth that proves
that God is not.

Indeed they do not propose to.get rid of Christian theism
by disproving it, or by proving their atheism, but by turn-
ing away the mind from its conteinplation, and generating
in the community habits of mind adverse to its reception.
Take the following extract from one of Mr. Fiske’s lectures
in proof:

“Tt is, indeed, generally true that theories concerning the supernatural
perish, not from extrancous violence, but from inanition. The belief in
witchcraft, or the physical intervention of the devil in human affairs, is
now laughed at; yet two centuries have hardly elapsed since it was held
by learned and sensible men, as an essential part of Christianity. It was
supported by an immense amount of testimony which no one has ever
refuted in detail. No one has ever disproved witchcraft, as Young dis-
proved the corpuscular theory of light. But the belief has died out
because scientific cultivation has rendered the mental sold unfit for it.
The contemporaries of Bodin were so thoroughly predisposed by their
general theory of things to believe in the continual intervention of the
devil, that it needed but the slightest evidence to make them credit any
particular act of intervention.  But to the educated men of to-day such
intervention scems too improbable to be admitted on any amount of tea-
timony. The hypothesis of diabolic interference is simply ruled out, and
will remain ruled out. '

* 8o with Spiritualism (spiritism), the modern form of totemism, or
the belief in the physical intervention of the souls of the dead in human
affairs. Men of science decline to waste their time in arguing against it,
because they know that the only way in which to destroy it is to educate
people in science. Spiritualism (spiritism) is simply onc of the weeds
which spring up in minds’ uncultivated by science. There is no use in
pulling up one form of the superstition by the roots, for another form,
equally noxious, is sure to take root; the only way of insuring the
dustruction of the pests is to sow the sceds of scientific truth. When,
therefore, we are gravely told what persons of undoubted veracity have
scen, we are affected about as if a friend should come in and assure us
upon his honor as a gentleman that heat is not a mode of motion.

** The case is the same with the belief in miracles, or the physical inter-
vention of the Deity in human affairs. To the theologian such interven-
tion is @ priori so probable that he needs but slight historic testimony to
make him believe in it. To the scientific thinker it is @ priors 8o improb-
able, that no amount of historic testimony, such as can be produced,
suffices to make him entcrtain the hypothesis for an instant. Hence it
is that such critics as Strauss and Renan, to the great disgust of theolo-
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gians, always assume, prior to argument, that miraculous narratives are
legendary. Ilence it is that when the slowly dying belief in miracles
finally perishes, it will not be because any one will ever have refuted it hy
an array of syllogisms—the syllogisms of the theologian and those of the
scicntist have no convincing power as against each other, Lecause
ncither accepts the major premise of the other—but it will be because
the belief is discordant with the mental habits induced Ly tho general
study of scicnce.

*‘ Hence it is that the cosmic philosopher is averse to proselytism, and
has no sympathy with radicalism or infidelity. For he knows that the
theological habits of thought are relatively useful, while scepticism, if
permanent, is intellectually and morally pernicious; witness the curious
fact that radicals are prone to adopt retrognde social theorics. Knowing
this, he knows that the only way to destroy theological habits of thought
without detriment is to nurture scientific habits—which stifle the former
as surcly as clover stiflcs weeds.”

A more apt illustration would have been, “as sure as the
weeds stifle the corn.”  But it is evident from this extract
that the cosmic philosoplers are aware of their inability to
overthrow Christian theisin by any direct proof, or by any
truth, scientitically verifiable, opposed to it. They trust to
what in military parlance might be called “a flank move-
ment.” They aim to turn the impregnable position of the
theist, and defeat him by taking possession of the back
country from which he draws his supplies. They would get
rid of theisin by generating mental habits that exclude it, as
the spirit of the age excludes belief in miracles, in spiritism,
and the supernatural in any and every form. This is an old
device. I}zc was attempted in the systemn of education
devised for France by the Convention of 1793-'94; that
devised the new antichristian calendar ; but it did not prove
effectnal. The Prince and Princess Gallitzin Lrought up
their only son Dmitri after the approved plilosophy of the
day, in profound ignorance of the doctrines and principles
of religion; but he beecame a Christian notwithstanding, a
priest even, and died a devoted and sclf-sacriticing mission-
ary in what were then the wilds of Western Pennsylvania.
And after a brief saturnalia of atheisin and blood, France
herself returned to her Christian calendar, reopened the
churclies she lad closed, and reconsecrated the altars shie had
profaned.

The belief in miracles may have perished among the Cos-
mists, but it is still living and vigorous in the minds of men
who yield nothing, to say the least, in seientific culture and
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attainments, to the cosmic philosophers themselves. The
belief in a personal devil, who tempts men through their lusts,
and works in the children of disobedicnce, has not perished,
and is still firmly held by the better educated and the more
enlightened portion of mankind; and scientitic men in no
sense inferior to Mr. Fiske, Herbert Spencer, or Auguste
Comte, have investigated the facts alleged by the spiritists—
not spiritualists, for spiritualists they are not—and found no-
difficulty in recognizing among them facts of a superhuman
and diagolical origin. The first believers in spiritism we
ever encountered were persons we had previously known as
avowed atheists or cosmic philosophers. The men who can .
accept the Cosmic philosophy may deny God, may deny or
accept any thing, but they should never speak of science.

Tﬂat miracles are improbable a prior: to the Cosists
may be true enough ; that they are so to men of genuine
science is not yet proven. DBefore they can be pronounced
improbable or incapable of being proved, it must be proved
that the supernatural or supercosmic does not exist; but
this the Coswnists admit cannot be proved. They own they
cannot prove that God does not exist, and if he does exist,
he is necessarily supercosmic or supernatural ; and the cos-
mos itself is a miracle, and a standing miracle, hefore the
eyes of all men from the beginning. A miracle is what

od does by himself immediately, as the natural is what he
does mediately, through the agency of second or created
causes, or does a8 causa causarum, that is, as causa eminens.
A miracle, then, is no more improbable than the fact of
creation, and no more incapable of proof than the existence
of the cosmnos itself. Ilume’s assertion that no amount of
testimony is snfficicnt to prove a miracle, for it is always
more in accordance with experience to believe the witnesses
lie, than it is to believe that nature gocs out of her way to
work a miracle, is founded on a total misapprehension of
what is meant by a miracle. Nature does not work the
miracle ; but God, the author of nature, works it; nor does
nature in the miracle go out of her way, or deviate from lier
course. Iler course and lier laws remain unchanged. The
miracle is the introduction or creation of a new fact by the
power that creates nature herself, and is as provable by ade- -
quate testimony as is any natural fact whatever.

The Cosmists should bear in mind that when they rele-
gate principles and causes, all except the cosmic phenomena
and the law of their evolution, to the unknowable, the
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unknowable is not necessarily non-existent, and should
remember also that what is unknowable to them may be not
only knowable but actually known to others. Our own
ignorance is not a safe rule by which to determine the
knowledge of others, or the line between the knowable and
the unknowable.

‘‘ There are more things in heaven and earth, Horatio,
Than are dreamt of in your philosophy.”

For anght the Cosmist can say, there may Dbe in the
unknowab?e, rinciples and causes which render miracles
pot only possible but probable, and the supernatural as rea-
sonable, to say the least. as the natural. -

Indeed, the cosmic philosophers themselves, when it suits
their purpose, distingnish between the unknowable and the
non-existent, and contend that they are not atheists, becanse,
though they exile God to the dark region of the unkuow-
able, they do not deny that he exists. They deny what
they call the “Christian theory of a personal or anthropo-
morphous God,” but not the existence of an infinite Being,
Power, Force, or Reality, that underlies the coswmic phe-
nomena, and which appears or is manifested in them. They
actually assert the existence of such Being,and concede that
the cosmnic phenomena are “unthinkable ” without it, thongh
it is itself a%solute]y unknowable. 1lere is the adnission at
least that the unknowable exists, and that withont it there
would and could be no knowable.

But the theory they deny is not Christian theism. The
Christian theist undoubtedly asserts the personality of God,
but not that God is anthropomorphous. God is not made in
the iinage of man, but man is inade in the image and like-
ness of God. Man is not the type of God, but in God is
the prototype of man; that is to say, man has his type in
God, in the idea exemplaris in the divine wind, and us the
idea in the divine mind is nothing clse than the ecssence of
God, the schoolimen say Deus simnilitudo cst reruvm omuiwan.
Personality is the last complement of rational nature, or
supposituin intelligens. An impersonal God ig no God at
all, for he lacks the compleinent of his nature, is incomplete,
and falls into the category of nature. So w denying the
personality of God, the Coswists do really deny Godo, and
are literally atheists.

The unknowable Infinite Being, Power, Foree, or Real-
ity, the Spencerian philosophers assert, is ot God, and they

Vou O—2
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neither call nor regard it as God. In the first place, if
absolutely nnknowable, it is not, in any sense, thinkable, or
assertable, but must be to our intelligence preciscly as if it
were not. In the next place, if these philosophers mean by
the unknowable the incomprehensible, not simply the inap-
prehensible, yhich we charitably suppose is the fact, they
still do not escape atheism ; for the power or force they
aseert i8 not distinct from the cosinos, but is the reality,
being, or substance of the cosmos, or the real cosmos of
which the knowable or phenomenal cosmos is the appear-
ance or manifestation. It is the assertion of nothing super-
cosmic or independent of the cosmos. Nothing is asserted
but the real in addition to the phenomenal cosinos. Cer-
tainly the cosmic philosophers are themsclves deplorably
ignorant of Christian theology, or clse they count largé][:
on the ignorance of the public they address. Perhaps bot
suppositions are admissible.

he Cosmists, who present us the latest form of atheisn,
divide all things into knowable and unknowable. The
unknowable they must concede is at least unknown, and con-
sequently all their knowledge or science is confined to the
knowable ; and according to thein the knowable is restricted
to the phenomenal. Hence their science is simply the
science of the phenomenal, and this is wherefore they assert
the relativity of all knowledge. But there is no science of
phenomena alone. Secience, strictly taken, is the reduction
of facts or phenomena to the principle or cause on which
they depend, and which explains them. Science, properly
speaking, is the science of principles or causes, as defined
by Aristotle, and where there are no known canses or prin-
ciples there is no science. The Cosmists, and even the Posi-
tivists, place all principles and causes in the unknowable,
and consequently neither have nor can have any science.
They therefore have not, and cannot have any scientific
truth or principle, as we have already shown, to oppose to
Chiristian theisin.

The Cosmists restrict all knowledge to the knowledge of
the cosmic phenomena, and their laws, which are themselves
phenomenal ; but phenomena are not knowable in them-
selves, for they do not exist in theinselves. RRegarded as
pure phenomena, detached from the being or substance
which appears in thein, they are siinply nothing. They are
eognizable ouly in the cognition of that which they mani-
fest, or of which they are appearances. But Ilerbert
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Spencer places that, whatever it is, in the category of the
anknowable, and consequently denies not only all science,
but all knowledge of any sort or degree whatever.

"It is a cardinal principle with the Spencerian school that
all knowledge is relative, that is, knowledge of the relative
only. But the assumption of the relativity of all knowledge
is incompatible with the assertion of any knéwledge at all.
Sir William Hamilton indeed maintains the relativity of all
knowledge, but he had the grace to admit that all philosophy
ends in nescience. The relativity of knowledge means
either that we know things not as they really are, a parte rez,
but only as they exist to us, as affections of onr own con-
sciousness; or that we know not the reality, but only Ehe-
nomena or appearances.* The Cosmists take it in both
senses; but chiefly in the latter sense, as they profess to
follow the ohjective method as opposed to the subjective.
In either sense they deny all knowledge. Consciousness is
the recognition of ourselves as cognitive subject, in the act of
knowing what is not ourselves, or what is objective. -If no
object is cognized, there is no recognition of ourselves or fact
of consciousness, and consequently no affection of conscious-
ness. The soul does not know itself in itself, for it is not
intelligible in itself : since, as St. Thomas says, it is not
intelligence in itself, therefore it can know itself only in
acting; and having only a dependent, not an independent,
existence, it has need, in order to act, of the counter activity
of that which is not itself. Hence every thought is a con-
plex act, including, as will be more fully explained further
on, simultaneously and inseparably, subject, object, and
their.relation. If no object, then no thought; and if no
thought then, of course, no knowledge.

In the second sense, they equally deny all knowledge.
Phenomena are relative to their being or substance, and are
knowable only in the intuition of substance or being, and
relations are cognizable only in the relata, for apart from
the relata they do not exist, and are nothing. The'relative
is therefore incognizable without the intuition of the abso-
lute, for without the absolute it is nothing, and nothing is
not cognizable or cogitable. DBy placing the absolute, that

* The relativity of knowledge may also mean, and ‘Jerlmps is some-
times taken to mean, that we know things not absolutely in themselves,
but in their relations. This is true, but it does not make the knowled
relative, or knowledge of relations only, for relations are apprehensible
only in the apprehension of the relata.
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is, real being or substance, in the unknowable, the Cosmists
really place the relative or the phenoinenal also in the
unknowable. If, then, we assert the relativity of all knowl-
edge, and restrict the knowable to the relative and phenom-
enal, as did Protagoras and other Greek sophists castigated
by Socrates or Plato, we necessarily deny all knowledge and
even the possibility of knowledge.

Plato maintained that the science is not in knowing the
phenomenal, but in knowing by means of the phenomenal
the idea, substance, or reality it manifests, or of which it is
the appearance, or image. He held that the idea is im-
pressed on matter as the scal on wax, but that the science
consists in knowing, by means of the impression, the idea
or reality impressed, not in simply knowing the impression
or phenomenal. Hence he held that all science is per ideam,
or per tmaginem, using the word ideca to express alike the
reality impressed, and the impression or image. He teaches
that there is scicnee only in rising, by means of the image
impressed on matter—the mimess in his language, the phe-
nomenal in the language of our scientists—to the methexis,
or participation of the divine idea, or the essence of the
thing itself, which the plienomenal or the sensible copies,
mimics, or imitates. Aristotle denics that all knowledge is
relative, and teaches that all knowledge is per speciem or
per.formam, substantially Plato’s doctrine, that all knowledge
18 per ideam ; but he never held that science consisted in
knowing the species, whether intelligible or sensible. The
science consisted in knowing by it the substantial forin repre-
. sentgd, presented, as we should say, by the species to the
mind. .

Certain it is that there is no knowledge where there is’
nothing known, or where there is nothing to be known.
The phenomenon is not the thing any more than the image
is the thing iinaged, and appreliension of the image is sci-
ence only 1n so far as it serves as a medium of knowing the
thing it represents. 'We know nothing in knowing the sign,
if we know not that which it signitics. A sign signifying
nothing to the mind is nothing, not even a sigin. So of phe-
nomena. They are nothing save in the reality they mani-
fest, or of which they arc the appearances, and if they muni-
fest or signify nothing to the understanding, they are not
even appearances. If, then, the reality, the noumenon, as
Kant calls it, is relegated to the unknowable, there is no
phenomenon, manifestation, or appearance in the region of
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the knowable, and conselnently nothing knowable, and
therefore no actual or possible knowledge.

Either the phenomenal is the appearance or manifestation
of some real existence, or it is not. If it is, then it is a
grave mistake to relegate the real being or substance to the
category of the unknowable; for what appears, or is mani-

fest, is neither unknowable nor unknown. If it is not, if
the cosmic phenomena are the appearance or manifestation

_of no reality, then in knowing them, nothing is known, and
there is no knowledge at all.

The Positivists differ from the Cosmists, unless their name

is ill chosen, in asserting that, as far as it goes, knowledge .
i8 positive, and not simply relative ; but then they have no
- ground for the unity of science, which they assert, or for the
coirdination of all the sciences under one superior science
which embraces and unifies them all, and which they profess
to have discovered, and on which they insist as their pe-
culiar merit. They reject all metaphysical principles, and
among them the relation of cause and cffect, and then must,
if consistent, reject genera and species, and regard each
object apprebended as an independent and self-existent
being, or as an absolute existence; that is to say, they must
assert as many gods as there are distinct objects or unit in-
-dividualities intellectually apprehensible, for no existence
dependent on another is appreiensible except under the re-
lation of dependence. The contingent is apprehensible only
under the relation of contingency, and that relation is ap-
prehensible only in the apprehension of its correlative;
therefore the contingent is not apprehensible without intui-
tion of tire necessary and independent. Things can be pos-
itively known by themselves alone, only on condition that
they exist by themselves alone. This, applied to the cosmos,
would deny in it, or any of its parts, aﬁ change, all move-
ment, all progress of man and society, which the Positivists
so strennously assert. The Positivists, by rejecting the re-
lation of cause and effect, and all metaphysical relations
which are real not abstract relations, really deny, as do the
Cosmists, all real knowledge, for all knowledge, every affir-
mation, cvery empirical judgment, presupposes the relation
of cause and effect.

The Cosmists are so well aware that there is no science
of the phenomenal alonie, that they abandon their own prin-
ciples, admit that the relative is unthinkable without the ab-
solute, and concede that we are compelled, in order to think
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the phenomenal, to think an infinite reality on which the
phenomenal depends. What is thinkable is knowable, and
therefore they assume that their unknowable is knowable,
and deny their cardinal principle that all knowledge is rela-
tive. An extract from another lecture by Mr. Fiske bears
out this assertion. '

“ Upon what grounds did we assert of the Deity that it is unknow-
able? We were driven to the conclusion that the Deity is unknowable
because that which exists independently of intelligence and out of rela-
tion to it, which presents neither likeness, difference, nor relation, cannot
be cognized. Now, by precisely the same process, we were driven to
the conclusion that the cosmos is unknowable only in so far as it is abso-
lute. It is only as existing independently of our intelligence and out of
relation to it, that we predicate unknowableness of the cosmos. As man-
ifested to our intelligence, the cosmos is the universe of phenomena—the
realm of the knowable. We know stars and planets, we know th¢ sur-
face of our earth, we know life and mind in their various manifestations,
individual and social; and while we apply to this vast aggregate of phe-
nomena the name universe, we can by no m2ans predicate identity of the
universe and the Deity. To do so would be to confound phenomena
with noumena, the relative with the absolute, the knowable with the
unknowable. It would be, in short, to commit the error of pantheism.

‘But underlying this aggregate of phenomena, to whose extension we
know no limit in space ortime, we are compelled to postulate an absolute
Reality, a Something whose existence does not depend on the presence
of a percipient mind—which existed before the genesis of intelligence
and will continue to exist even though intelligence vanish from the scene.
In other words, there is 8 synthesis of phenomena which we know as
affections of our consciousness. Instead of regarding these phenomena
a8 generated within our consciousness, and referable solely to it for their
existence, we are compelled to regard them as the manifestations of some
absolute reality, which, as knowable only through its phenomenal mani-
festations, is in itself unknowable. This is the whole story; and whether
we call this absolute reality the Deity or the objective world of noumena,
secmns to me to depend solely upon the attitude, religious or scientific,
which we assume in dealing with the subject.”

The cosmic philosopher in order to know phenomena, is
compelled to postulate an absolute reality as the ground or
substance of the phenomena, and which is knowabfe through
their manifestation ; consequently, to restrict the knowable
to the phenomenal and relative is only declaring that all
knowledge is impossible. * The Cosmists concede it, and
thercfore make what they declare to be absolutely unknow-
able, in a certain degree at least, knowable, concede that we
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may and do know that it is, and what it is in relation to the
cosmic phenomena, though not what it is in itself. But
why are we compelled to postulate the absolute reality, but
because the phenomena are not knowable without intuition
of the reality which they manifest? or because in appre-
hending the phenomenal we really have intuition of the
absolute or the reality manifested ¢ .

Mr. Fiske, however, even after abandoning the doctrine
that the absolute or real is unknowable, by no means escapes
atheisin. The absolute reality, Force, or Something which
he asserts as underlying the aggregate of the cosmic phe-
nomena, which aggregate of phenomena he calls universe, is
not God, as he would have us admit, but is merely the cos-
mic reality of which the cosmic phenomena are the appear-
ance, and distinguishable from it only as the appearance is
distinguishable from that which appears. It is, as we have
already shown, only the real cosmos, the being or substance of
which the cosmic phenomena are the manifestation. It
makes the “ Deity ” it asserts identically the substance of
the cosmic phenomena, which is either pure panthcism or
pure atheism, as yon call it either God or cosmos, that is,
nature, since it is indistinguishable from the real cosmos,
and distinguishable only from the cosmic phenowmena. The
cosmic philosophy does not, then, as it pretends, solve the
religious problem and reconcile atheism and theism in a
*igher generalization than either, as Herbert Spencer main-
tains.

Herbert Spencer, in his First Principles of a New System
of Philosophy,* says, “ that with regard to the origin of the
universe or cosmos, three verbally intelligible suppositions
may be made: 1, the universe is self-existent; 2, the uni-
verse i self-created ; and 3,.the universe is created by an
external >—or, as we shounld express it, a.supercosmic—
“agency.” Ile rejects all three as absolutely inconceiv-
able. If the cosmos is neither self-existent nor self-created,
nor yet created Ly an external agency, that is, by a power
above it and independent of it, it cannot exist at all, and
Mr. Spencer simply asserts universal nihilism and of course
universal nescience; for where nothing is or exists, there
can be no knowledge or science. Negation is intelligible
only by virtue of the affirmation it denies.

eauthor refutes the first two of the threesuppositions con-

#*# Part I, No. 11, 24 edition.
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clusively enough, and we grant him that the cosmos is neither
self-existent nor self-created. Then either it does not exist,
and then no cosmic science ; orit is created by an independ-
ent, supercosmic agency or power, and then it is contingent,
and dependent on its cause, or the power that creates it.
If so, there can be no purely cosmicscience ; for the depend-
ent is not cognizable without intuition of the independent,
nor the contingent without intuition of the necessary, as we
ghall prove at length, when we come to the positive proofs
of Christian theism.

This is sufticient to prove that there is and can be no purely
cosmic science, cven by the confession of the latest atheistic
school we are acquainted with. It is idle then to pretend to
controvert Christian theism in the name of science; for if
it Le denied, all science, all knowledge is denied. The
Spencerian philosophy is therefore simply elaborated ignor-
ance, and pure ‘emptiness.

V.—THEOLOGIANS AND THE SCIENTISTS.

It is not pretended that atheists, Cosmists, or Comtists,
have, as a matter of fact, no science; that they have made
no successful cosmic investigations, or hit upon no impor-
tant discoveries and inventions in the waterial or sensible
order. Itis readily admitted that the patient labors and
unwearied researches and explorations of the scientists, both
theists and non-theists, in the fields of physical science,
have enlarged the boundaries of our knowledge, and given
to man a mastery over the forces of nature on which no
little of what is called modern civilization depends. What
is denied is, that the scicntists, Contists, or Cosmists, have
discovered or attained to any scientific truth that conflicts
with Clristian theology, and that on their own principles
they have or can have any science at all.

he Cosmists and Comntists have senses and intellect as
well as others; and there is no reason in the world, while
they confine themselves to the observation and classification
of physical facts, and so long as they allow free scope to
their intellectual faculties'and do not attempt to force their
action to conform to their preconceived theories, why the
should not arrive at sound inductions. The human mind 18
truer than their theories, and broader than their so-called
science ; and when suffered to act according to its own laws
proves its natural object is truth. So long as they confine
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their investigations within the respective fields of the special

sciences, and use the natural faculties with which they are . ‘

endowed, they can and often do labor successfully. Lalande
was a respectable astronomer; the Mécanique Célests of
the atheist, La Place is more than respectable for the mathe-
matical genius and knowledge it displays; Alexander von
. Humboldt’s Cosmos is an encyclopsedia of physical
sciences, a8 they stood in his day ; but in all these and other
instances the human mind holds intuitively principles which
transcend the finite and the phenomenal, and without which .
there could have been no science ; but principles which both
the cosmic and Comtean theories exclude from the realm of
the knowable. It is not the facts alleged that are objected
to, but the false theories advanced in explanation of them,
the conclusions drawn from them, and the application of
these conclusions to an order that transcends the order to
which the facts belong, and which, if valid, would exclude
the facts themselves. 4

The atheistic scientists exclude theology and metaphysics
from the knowable simply because they are too ignorant of
those sciences to be aware that without the principles which
they supply there could be no physical science ; or to know
that in asserting physical science they really assert the very
principles they theoretically deny. Professor Huxley asserts
protoplasm as the physical basis of life; yet he denies that
there is any cognition or even intuition of the relation of
cause and effect. How then can he assert any nexus -or
causative relation betwecen protoplasm and life? He does
not pretend that protoplasm is life; he only pretends that
it is its physical basis.. Buthow can it be its physical basis if
there is between it and life no necessary relation of canse
and effect? Or if protoplasm is not known to be the prin-
ciple or basis of life, how can it be known to produce or
support it? But principles and relations, we are told, are
metaphysical, and theretore excluded from the knowable.
Protoplasm, the professor owns, is dead matter; how, then
withont a canse of some sort vivifying it, can it become
living matter? What is protested against is not the asser-
tion of protoplasm as the physical or material basis of life,
—though we believe nothing*of the sort, for proteine is as
imaginary as the plastic soul dreamed of by Plato ana
adopted by Cudworth and Gioberti,—but the denial of the
principle of cause and effect, and then assuming it as the
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principle of our conclusions, or asserting as scientific, con-
. clusions which can have no validity without it.

Professor Huxley follows Hume, who denies that we have
any knowledge, by expericnce, of causative force, or that
the antecedent produces the consequence. Dr. Thomas
Brown, who succeeded Dugald Stewart in the chair of phi-
losophy in the Edinburgh gUniversit:y, maintains the same,
and resolves the relation of cause and effect into the relation
of invariable antecedence and consequence, or simply a
relation of time. Yet if the antecedent only goes before
the consequent, without producing or placing it, no con-
clusion is possible. Induction is reasoning as much as
deduction, and all reasoning is syllogistic in principle, if
not in form; and there is no syllogism without a middle
term, and there is no middle term without the principle of
caunse and effect, which connects necessarily the conclusion
with the premises, the antecedent with the cousequent, as
cause and effect. Deny caunsality and you deny all reason-
ing, all logical relations, and can assert no real relation
between protoplasm, or any thing eclse, and life.

The atheist and Sir Wilham Hamilton exclude the infinite
from the cognizable and declare it incogitable; and yet
either in his geometry will talk of lines that may be infin-
itely extended, which cannot be done without thinking the
infinite. If there is no infinitely real, how can there be the
infinitely possible? If there is no infinite being, there can
be no infinite ability ; if no infinite ability, there is no infi-
nitely possible, and then no infinitely possible geometrical
lines. Truly, then, has it been said, “an atheist may be a
geometrician, but if there were no God, there could be no

ometry.” In mathematics, which is a mixed science,
there is an ideal and apodictic element on which the empiri-
cal element depends, and the apodictic is not cogitable
" without intuifion of infinite being and its creative act, any
more than is the empirical itself; yet both Cosmists and
Comtists hold mathematics to be a positive science.

Herbert Spencer asserts the relativity of all knowledge,
and he, Sir William Hamilton, and Dr. Mansel deny tE:t
the absolute can be known. . But both relative and absolute
are metaphysical conoeﬁtions, and connote one another, and
neither can be known by itself alone, or without cognition
or intuition of the other. Other instances might be au;duced,
and will be soon, in which the Cosmists use, so to speak,
principles which they either deny or declare to be unknow-
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able, and which are really theological or metaphysical prin-
cipleg, and it is by those principles that they are asz to
know any thing at all beyond the intelligence they have in
common with the beasts that perish. ﬁeot -heeding these,
they fall, in the construction of their theories, systematically .
into errors, which when they trust their own minds and fof:
low their common sense, they avoid as do other men.

As Consin somewhere remarks, there may be less in phi-
losophy than in common sense, in reflection t{an in intuition,
but there can never be more. The intuitions, or what Cousin
calls the primitive or spontaneous beliefs of mankind, are
the same 1n all men; and the differences among men begin
the moment they begin to reflect on the data furnished by
intuition, and attempt to explain them, to render an account
of them to themselves, or, In other words, to philosophize.
The scientists have the same intuitions, though atheists, that
other men have, and in the field of the special sciences they
are equally trustworthy ; it is only when they leave the field
of the sciences and enter that of philosophy, which with us
is the name for what is commonly called natural theology,
and which is the science of principles, that they err. Habit-
uated to the stndy of physical facts alone, they overlook or
deny an order of: facts as real, as evident, as certain, as any of
the physical facts they have observed and classified accor in§ :
to their real or supposed physical laws, and even ulterior, an
without which the physical facts and laws would not and
could not exist. It is not as scientists they specially err,
- but as philosophers and theologians, that is, in the account -

they render of the origin, principles, and meaning of the
cosmic facts they observe and classify. :

It is not with science or the cultivation of the sciences that
philosophers and theologians quarrel, and it is very possible
that ﬁphilosopher:s and theologians have at times been too
indifferent to the study of physical facts or the cultivation of
the so-called natural sciences, and have, in consequence, lost
with the physicists much of the influence they might other-
wiso have retained. Yet it is a great mistake, not to say
a calumny, to accuse them of holding that the facts of the
physical order can be determined, a priori, by a knowledge
of metaphysical or theological principles. The scholastics
of the middle ages held this no more than did my Lord
Bacon himself. Observation and induction were as much
their method as they were his. Bacon invented or discov-
ered no new method, as is conceded by Lord Macaulay him-




28 . REFUTATION OF ATHEKISM.

s¢lf ; all ha did was to give an additional impulse to the
study of material nature, towards which the age in which he
lived was already turning its attention, as a necessary conse-
uence of Luther’s movement in an untheological direction.
%et Bacon maintained strenuously that the method which
he recommended to be followed in the study of the physical
sciences is wholly inapplicable to the study of metaphysical
science or philosophy. His pretended followers have over-
looked what he had the good sense to say on this point;
have assumed that his method is as applicable in the study
of princ{i{p]es as in the study of facts, and, cousequently,
have made shipwreck of both philosophy and science. The
result of their error may be seen in Herbert Spencers
theory of evolution, which is only the revival of the doc-
trine of the Greek sophists, refuted by Plato and Aristotle,
especially by Plato in his Thestetus. :
he quarrel with the scicntists is with them, not as scien-
tists or physicists, but with them as philosophers and the-
ologians ; ahd as philosophers and theologians, because they
give us philosophy or theology only as an induction from
physicial facts. If their induction were strictly logical it
could not be accepted, because the physical facts do not in-
clude all the elements of thought, and, in fact, constitute
only a part, and that the lowest part, either of the real or
the knowable. Their theories are too low and too narrow
_for the real, and exclude the more elevated and universal
intuitions of the race. Induction is drawing a general con-
clusion from particular facts. To its validity the enumeration
of particulars must be complete, and it is only by virtue of °
a principal that is universal and necessary that the conclu-
sion can be drawn, otherwise it is a mere abstraction. The
induction from physical facts may be perfectly valid in the
.order of physical fucts, as applied to the special class of
physical facts generalized, ami) yet be of no validity when
applied beyond that class and to a different order of facts.
he inductions of the chemist, the mechanic, the electrician,
may be Ferfectly just when applied to dead matter, and yet
be wholly inadmissible when applied to the living subject.
This is the mistake into which Professor Huxley falls in
regard to his physical basis of life. His analysis of pro-
toplasm may be very just, but it is operated on a dead sub-
Jeet, and no conclusion from it, applied to the living subject,
18 valid; for in the living subject it is an element or a fact
that no chemical analysis can detect, and hence no chemical
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thesis can recombine the several components the analysis
etects so as to reproduce living protoplasm. The indnction
is not valid, for it does not enumerate all the facts, and also
becaunso it exceeds theorder of facts analyzed. So when
Herbert Spencer tells us in his Biology that * life is the result
of the mechanica], chemical, and clectrical arrangement of the
icles of matter,” Le draws a conclusion which goes beyond

the facts he has analyzed, and assumnes it to be valid even
when applied to a different order of facts. The physiologist
commits the same error whenshie infers the qua?itlcs of the
living Llood from the analysis of dead Llood,—the only blood
which, from the nature of the case, hie can analyze. ence,
chemical physiology is far from being scientific, and the
pathology founded on morbid anatomy, or the dissection of
the dead subject, is far fromm being uniformly trustworthy.

Many theologians fall into an analogous crror, and scek
to infer God by way of induction from the physical facts
observed in nature,—the very facts from which the atheist
concludes there is no God. The late I’cre Gratry, in his
Connaissance de Dieu, contends with rare carnestness and
eloquence that the existence of God is proved by induction.
Dr. McCosh, resting the whole argument against the atheist
on marks of design, which is an induction from particular
facts, does the same. Induction is really only an abstraction
or generalization, and at best the God oUtainable by induc-
tion can be only a generalization, and God as a generali-
zation or an abstraction is simnply no God at all; for he
would be nothing distinct from or independent of the facts

neralized. Pcre Gratry was a mathematician, and.arrived
at God in the same way that the mathematician in the
calculus arrives at infinitesimals, that is, by eliminating the
finite. But supposing there is intuition of the finite only,
the climination of the finite would give us simply zero, not
the infinite. ,

Then there is another diffienlty ; the finite and infinite
are correlatives, and correlatives connote each other, the one
cannot be known without the other, nor can either be logi-
cally inferred from the other. The principle of induction,
when it means any thing more than clussification or abstrac-
tion, is the relation of cause and effect. But cause and
effect, again, are correlatives,—thongh not, as Sir William
Ilamilton asserts, reciprocal,—and therefore connote each
‘other, and cannot be known separately. The argument
from design, otherwise called the teleological argmment or
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argument from the end or final cause, is open to a similar
. objection. The final cause presupposes a first cause, and if
we know not that there 18 a first cause, we cannot assert a
final cause, and therefore are unable to infer design. The
argument fromn design has its value when once it is deter-
mined that the universe has a first cause, or has been created,
and the question is not as to the existence, but as to the
attributes of that cause. Till then it simply begs the ques-
tion.

The inductions of the physieists within the order of facts
observed, and when strictly logical, are .valid enough, as
every day proves, by bringing them to the test of experi-
ment ; but 1n making them the physicist actually avails him-
self of the principle or the relation of cause and effeet,
which he is able to do, because, as a matter of fact, he holds
it from intuition represented by language, though it is only
the metaphysician or philosopher that takes note of it, or is
able to verify it. The inductions of the Cosmists drawn
professedly from physical facts alone, are invalid on their
own principles, because the Cosmists reject, at least as cog-
nizable, the relation of cause and effect, the principle of
induction or synthetic reasoning; and are invalid also on
any principle when opposed to the metaphysician or theolo-

ian, because they are drawn from physical facts alone, and

o not include the facts of the intelligible and moral order,
in which are the principle and cause of the physical facts
themselves.

This is still more the case, when we add to philosophy or
natural theology, the supernatural order, made known to us
by supernatural revelation. The Cosmists recognize and
study only the facts, or phenomena as they improperly call
them, of the physical universe, and from these only physical
inductions are possible. They have only a physlcaY world,
and their reasonings and conclusions, even when true within
that world, are inapplicable to any thing beyond and above
it, and therefore can never prove any thing against theology,
natural or supernatural, and on their own principles, as we
have seen, their inductions are of no value beyond the limits
of the physical world itself. They err in taking a part of
the real or a part of the knowable for the whole. They
may say that they do not deny the reality of what they call
the unknowable, that is, being, principles, causes, &c. ; but
they have no right to say that all that transcends the order
of physical facts and their laws, the special subject of their
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study, is unknowable. It may be unknown to them, bat it
may be both knowable and known to others. Also, by not
knowing what lics beyond the range of their own studies,
they may and do give a false account of their own science.
This is, in fact, really the case with them. Many of their
inductions are valid in the physical order, as experiment
proves ; but withount the intuition of the metaphysical rela-
tion of canse and etfect the mind could make no induction,
consequently they are wrong, and the very truth of their
inductions proves that they are wrong, in declaring that the
relation pertains to the nnknowable.

The Cosmists do not err chiefly as physicists, but as phi-
losophers and theologians, and as long as they are contented
to be scientists and report simply the result of their scien-
tific rescarches and explorations there can be no quarrel with
them on the part cither of theologians or philosophers ; but
the quarrel, as has been shown, begins when they attempt to
theorize, or to construct with their physical facts alone a
cosmie philosophy, and to say it cannot embrace, because no
philosophy based on physical facts alone can embrace, the
principle of all the real and all the knowable, since the
physical is neither the whole nor the principle of the whole ;
nor is it commensurate with the reality presented intuitively
to every mind.

Undoubtedly, neither the philosophy nor the theology can
be trne that contradicts any physical fact, if fact it be, but
no explanation or theory of physical facts is admissible that
oonltrudicta or denies any metaphysical or theological prin-
ciple.

I3.l‘here are no physical facts that contradict or in the slight-
est degree impugn Christian theisin, as we hope to show in
this or a future essay. In point of fact, atheists, pantheists,
Cosmists, or Positivists, do not oppose or pretend to oppose
an{ facts to what they call “the theistical hypothesis,” they
only oppose to it their inductions, their theorics and hyqoth—
eses, or their explanation of the class of facts that have
come under their observation. These, we lhave seen, are
untenable, for without the principles they are intended to
deny they cannot even be constructed. Now, theories that
contradict their own principle can make nothing against
Cliristian theisin, cannot disprove it, or cause in any mind
that understands the question, the slightest doubt of it, and
the theist has a perfect right to treat them with sovereign
contempt. " At least, they assign no reason why Christian
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theism should be ousted from its possession. They cannot
overcome the argument from preseription, and place Chris-
tian theism on its defence, or compel it to produce its title-
deeds.

Ilere our refutation of atheism properly ends, and no
more need be said ; but while we deny that we are bound
to do any thing more, we are disposed to produce our title-
deeds and prove positively, by unanswerable arguments, the
falsity of atheism, or to demonstrate, as fully as logic can
demonstrate, Clristian theisin.

VI.—INCCONCLUSIVE PROOFS.

Preosormers and theologians do not necessarily adduce
the best possible arguments to prove their theses, and may
sometimes use very weak and even inconclusive arguments.
An argument for the existence of God may also seem to one
mind conclusive, and the reverse to another. Men usually
argue from their own point of view, and take as ultimate
the principles which they have never doubted, or heard

ucstionedl,) although far from being in reality ultimate, and
thus take for granted what for others needs to be proved.
Men also may hold the truth, be as well assured of it as they
are of their own cxistence, even possess great gond sense and
sound judgment, and yet be very unskilful in defending it,
—utterly unable to assign good and valid reasons for it.
Tliey know they are right, but know not liow to prove it.

St. Thomas, the Doctor Angelicus, maintains* that the
existence of God is demonstrable, not from principles really a

iori or universal,—for nothingcan be inoreuniversal or more
ultiinate than God fromn which his existence can be concluded,
since he is the first principle alike in being and in knowing,.
—Dut as the cause fromn the effect; and this he proves b
five different arguments : The first is drawn from the empi-
rical fact of motion and the necessity of a first mover, not
itsclf movable ; the second is drawn froin the empirical fact
of particular efficient causes and the necessity of a first effi-
cient cause, itself uncaused ; the third is taken from the
fact that some things are possible and some are not, and as
all things cannot be merely possible, therefore there must
be somcthing which is per se, necessary, and n actu. The

* Sum. theol., part I, queest. 1, art. 3¢t 8. -
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fourth proof is drawn from the fact that there are different
degrees in things, some being more and others less good,
true, noble, perfect, and thercfore demand the perfect alike
in the order of the true and the good,—a being in whom all
diversities are identified and all degrees are included, and
which is their sonrce and complemnent. The fifth is drawn
from the fact of order and government. and the necessity of
a su‘)(reme governor. These all conclude God, if we may so
speaf, from a fact of sensible experience, and are empirical

roofs.

Dr. McCosh, president of Princeton College, New Jersey,
a man of no mean philosophical repute, relies wholly on the
principle of cause and effect, as does St. Thomas, and dis-
misses all arguments but Paley’s argument, or the argument
from design. Pcre Gratry (now dead), of the New Oratory,
relies, in his Connaissance de Dieu, on induction from
inteflectual and ethical facts: the late Dr. Potter, Episcopa-
lian bishop of Pennsylvania, in his Z’Ailosophy of Relig-
ton, does virtnally the same. A writer in the British
?uarterly Review for July, 1871, in a very able article on

heism, examines and rejects all the arguments usually
adduced to prove that God is, except that drawn from intu-
ition, or, as we understand him, that which asserts the direct
. and immediate empirical intuition of God, or the Divine
Being. Dr. Hodge, an eminent Presbyterian divine, in his
Systematic Theology, acecpts all the arguments usually
adduced, some as proving one thing. and others as prov-
ing another pertaining to theisin, and holds that no one
argument alone suftices to prove the whole. Dr. John
Henry Newman, in his Apologia pro Vita sua, says he
has never been able to prove to his own satisfaction the
existence of God by reason; he can only prove it is
probable that there is a God, and appears to have writ-
ten his Grammar of Assent to prove that probability
is enongh for all practical purposes, since we are obliged
in nearly all the ordinary.affairs of life toact on probabilitics,
alone. ]ylis belief in Ged he secins to derive from conscience.
The Iloly Sce lias decided against the Traditionalists that
the existence of God can be proved with certainty by rea-
soning prior to faith, and the lloly See has also improbated
the doctrine of the Louvain professors, that we have inme-
diate cognition of God,—a doctrine improbated Ly reason
itself; for if man had immediate cognition of God, no
proofs of his existence would be necessary, since no man

Vou. IL-3
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could doubt his existence any more than his own, or than
that the sun shines at noonday in the heavens when his cyes
behold it. A

The general tendency in our day is to conclude the canse
from the effect, and to conclude God as designer, from the
marks of design, or the adaptation of moans to ends discov-
erablie, or assumed to be discoverable, in ourselves and the
external world. The objection to all arguments of this sort,
that is to say, to all pslychological, cosinological, and telco-
logical arguments, which delpend on the principle of canse
and effect, is, that they all beg the question. or take for
granted what requires to be proved. They all assuino that
the soul and cosimnos are effects. Grant them to Le cffects,
it follows necessarily that they have had a canse, and a cause
adequate to the effect. As to that there can be no doubt.
Cause and effect are corrclatives, and correlatives connote
one unother, and neither is knowable- alone. When we
know any thing is an effect, we know it has a cause, whether
we know what that cause is or not. But how prove that the
soul or the cosmos is an ¢ffect? This the atheist denies, and
this is the point to be proved against him, and how is it to
be proved from the facts of experience?

t. Thomas assumes, in his second proof, that we have
experience of Y;u'ticnlar cfficient causes. This is denied by
Hume, Kant, Dr. Thomas Brown, Sir William 1lamilton,
Dr. Mansel, and by all the Cowntists, Cosmists, and atheists
of every species. Even Dr. Reid, the founder of the Scot-
tish school, denies that we know by experience any power
in the so-called cause that produces the effect, but contends
that we arc obliged, by the very constitution of our nature
or of the human mind, to believe it. Kunt agrees with
Reid, and makes the irresistible belief a forin of the under-
standing. lluxley avowedly follows Ilune, as do the great
body of non-Christian scientists. Dr. Brown says that all
we know of cause and effect is invariable antccedence and
consequence, and maintains that, so far as expericuce goes,
the rglation of cause and effect is a relation of invariable
sequence,—simply a relation in the order of time. The
question does not stand where it did when St. Thomas wrotoe,
and to meet the speculations of the day we are obliged to go
behind him, and establish principles which he could take
for granted, or disiniss as Inserted in human nature itsclf,
that is, as we say, intuitively given.

Even if experience could prove particular effects, and
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therefore particular and contingent efficient causes, we conld
not conclude from them universal and necessary causes, or
the one universal cause, for the universal cannot be logically
concluded from the particular, and the God that could he
concluded would.be only a generalization or abstraction, and
no real God at all. Or if this is denied, which it cannot
well be, God could be concluded only under the relation of
cause, as causa causarum, if yon please, but still only as effi-
cient cause, and therefore only as essentially cause, and sub-
stance or being only in that he is canse. This supposes himn
necessarily a cause, and obliged to cause in order to be or
exist. This would make creation necessary, and God obliged
from the intrinsic necessity of his own nature to create,—
the error of Cousin, our old master, to whom we owe the best
part of our philosophical discipline. DBut this is only one of
the many forms of pantheism, itself only a form of atheism.

Dr. McCosh rests the whole question on the marks of
design in man and the cosmos. Design and designer are
correlatives, and connote each other; and consequently the
one cannot be proved as the condition of proving the other:
for the proof of the one is ipso facto the proof of both.
Prove design and you prove, of course, a designer. DBut
how prove design, ig you know not as yet that the world
has been made or created? The most you can do is to prove
that there are in nature things analogous to what in the
works of man are the product of art or design ; but analog
is not identity, and how do you prove that what you call
design is not nature, or natura naturans? Does the bee
construct its cell, the beaver its dam, or the swallow lier nest
:)I? intelligent design, as man builds his house  or by instinet,

e simpie force of nature? Paley’s illustration of the watch
found by the traveller in a desert place is illnsory: for the
Indian who saw a watch for the first time took it to be a
iiving thing, not a picce of mechanism or art.

But even granting the marks of design are proved, all that
can be concluded, is not a supercosmic God or Creator, but
simply that the world is ordered and governed by an intelli-
gent mind; it does not necessarily carry us beyond the
Anima mundi of Aristotle, or the Supreme Artificer of
Plato, operating with preéxisting materials and doing the
best lie can with them. They do not authorize us to con-
cludo the really supramundane God, by the sole energy of
his word creating the heavens and the earth and all things
therein from notTliug, as asserted by Christian theism. They
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can be explained as well by supposing the causa tmmanens
with Spinoza, as by supposing a causa efficiens.

The cosmologists undertake to conclude the existence of
God from the facts or phenomena of the universe. The
universe is contingent, dependent, insuflicient for itself, and
therefore it must have had a creator and upholder, who is
himself necessary, not contingent, and is independent, self-
subsisting, self-sufficing. Nothing more true. But whence
learn we that the universe is contingent, dependent, and
insufficient for itself# 'We know not this fact by experience
or empirical intuition. Besides, necessary and contingent
are corrclatives, and there is no intuition of the one without
intuition of the other.

The psychologists profess to conclude God by way of
induction from the facts of the soul. Thus Descartes says,
Cogito, ergo sum, and professes to deduce, after the manner
of the geometricians, God and the universe from his own
undeniable personal existence. Certainly, if God were not,
Descartes could not exist, but from the soul alone, only the
soul can be deduced, and from purely psychological facts
induction can give us only psychological generalizations or
laws. Tuke the several facts, attributes, or perfections of
the soul, and suppose them carried up to infinity, it would
still be only a generalization, for their substance would still
be the soul, distinct and different by nature from the divine
substance or being. God is not man completed ; nor is man,
as Gioberti says, *““an incipient God, or God who lLegins.”
Man is indeed made in the image and likeness of God, not.
God in the image and likeness of man. 1le is not anthro-
pomorphous; though his likeness im which we are created
enables us to understand, by way of analogy, something of
bis infinite attributes, and to hold, when not revented by
sin and when elevated by grace, a more or less intimate
communion with him. Christianity, indeed, teaches that
man is destined to union with God as his beatitude, but the
Lhuman personality remains ever distincet from the divine. -

We are not certain in what sense I’¢re Gratry understands
induction. Probably our inability arises from our compara-
tive ignorance of mathematics. ﬂe says the soul by indue-
tion darts at once to God and seizes him, so to speak, by
intelligence and love, whatever all that may mean.  We can
understand the ¢lan of the soul to God whom it knows and
loves, but wé cannot understand how a soul ignorant of God
can, by an interior and sudden spring, jump to a knowledge
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of him. Pére Gratry says the sonl arrives at the knowledge
of God as the mathematician in the calculus arrives at infini-
tesimals, namely, by eliminating the finite. Eliminate the
finite, he says, and you have the infinite. Not at all, mon
Pére.  Eliminate the finite, and you have, as we have already
said, simply zero. The infinite is not the negation of the
finite. Infinitesimals again, are nothing, for there is and
can be no infinitely little. The error comes right in the
end, so far as mathematics is concerned, for it is equal on
both sides, and the error on one side neutralizes the error
on the other side.

The late Dr. Potter, Protestant bishop of Pennsylvania,
relies on induction, and chiefly on induction fromn the ethical
facts of the soul. But the ethical argument to prove the
existence of (God does not avail, for, till his existence is
proved, there is no basis for ethics. The soul has a capacity
to receive and obey a moral law, but that law is not founded
in its nature or imposed by it. The moral law procceds
from God as final cause of creation, as the physical laws
groceed from him as first cause, and is the law of our per-

ection, necessary to be obeyed in order to fulfil our des-

tiny, or to obtain our supreme good or beatitnde. If there
is no God, there is and can be no moral law, and then no
morality. Till you know God is, and is the final cause of
the universe, you cannot call any facts of the soul ethical.

The argument of St. Anselm in his Monologium is the
fourth of St. Thomas, and concludes God as the perfect
from the imperfect, of which we are conscious, or which we
know by experience in ourselves, or as the complement
of man, an argnment which contains a germ of truth, but
errs by overlooking the fact that the perfect and imperfect
are correlatives, and that the one cannot be inferred from the
other because the one is not cognizable or cogitable without
the other. St. Anselm himself seems not to have been
satisfied with the argument of his Monologium, and gave
subsequently in his Proslogium, what he regarded as a
briefer and more conclusive argument. We have in our
minds the idea of the most perfect being, a greater than which
cannot be thonght. DBut greater is a being #n 7¢, than a -
being ¢n tntellectu. If then there is not 4n r¢ a most per-
fect being, than which a greater cannot be thought or con-
eeived, tfen we can think a greater and more perfect being
than we can, which is a contradiction. Therefore the most
perfect being, a greater than which cannot be thought, does
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and must exist n 76, as woll as ¢n intellectu, since we cer-
tainly have the idea in our minds. i

This arguinent would be conclusive if it were shown that
the idea is objective and an intuition, as we shall endeavor,
further on, to prove that it is. Leibnitz somewhere remarks
that it would be conclusive, if it were first proved that God
is possible, which shows that Leibnitz, with his universal

nius and erudition, could be as weak as ordinary mortals.

t was his weakness, in which he anticipated Hegel, to place
the possible prior to and independent of the real. If we
could suppose God not to exist ¢n actu, we conld not sup-
se himn to be possible; for possibility cannot actualize
itself and there would be no real to reduce it to act. The
error of Iegel is in snpgosing the possible, for his reine
Seyn is merely possible being, precedes das Wesen, or the
real, and has in itself the tendency or aptness to become
real—das 1Wesen—the old Gnostic doctrine that makes all
things originate in the Byssus or Void.

There is no possible without the real, for possibility is the
ability of the real. The possible in relation to God is what
God 1s able to do, and in relation to man is what man is able to
do with the faculties God has given him. There is nothing,
we may add on which philosophers have, it seems to us, boen
more puzzled, or more bewildered others, than on this very
question of possibility. If there were no actual, there would
and could be no possible, for possibility, prescinded from the
reality of the actual, is simply nothing. The excellent Father
Tongiorgi inagines that possibility is not nothing, but even
something prescinded from the ability of, the actual, and
indeed something which, like the fatum of the Stoics, limits or
binds the power of God himself. Some things he holds are
possible, and others are impossible, even to God. e forgets
that nothing is impossible to God but to contradict, that is,
annihilate his own ecternal and necessary being. He is his
own possibility, and the measure of the possible. 1t is his
being that founds the nature of things, about which philos-
ophers talk so much.

As to the argument of the Proslogium, its validity
depends on the sense in which the word idea is taken. If
we take it in a psychological sense, as a mere mental concep-
tion, the argument may e alogical puzzle, but concludes
nothing.

If we suppose idea can exist ¢n intellectu without existin
¢n re, the argument concludes at best only a psychologi
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abstraction ; but if we suppose the mental idea to be the
intuition of the real and objective, as we have just said, it
is valid and conclusive. St. Anselin scems to us to take idea
in a subjective sense and to conclude the objective from the
subjective ; if 8o, his argument is pyschological, and, like
all psychological argnments, inconclusive. Yet he seems to
maintain that it is also objective, and that it could not exist
tn mente, if it did not exist tn re, and therefore conclusive.

Descartes deduces the existence of God from the soul, in
which the idea of God he holds, is innate. DBut what is
innate, that is, born in the soul and with it, is the soul, or at
least psychical ; consequently, the argument is psychological,
and proves nothing. Besidyes, Descartes, as is not seldom
the case with hiin, falls into a paralogism, and reasons in a
vicious circle; he takes the idea <n intellectu to prove that
God is, and the veracity of God to prove the objective
truth of the idea. He also tells us, elsewhere, when hard
pressed by his opponents, that he means by the innate idea
of God only that the soul has the innate faculty of thinking
God, and therefore concludes God is becanse man thinks
him ; but this is only asserting, in other words, that the soul
has the faculty of knowing God by immecdiate cognition— '
recently improbated Ly the Iloly See—and rests on the
principle that thought can never be erroneous, which is not
true, otherwise every man would be infallible, incapable of
error.

- The ontological arguments, so-called, founded on the
alleged immcdg:;.te cognition of being, are in nearly all cases,
not ontological, but really psychological, as das reine Seyn of
Hegel, which is simply an abstraction, therefore wortlless;
for the soul has no power in itself alone of immediately ap-
prehiending being. The psychological arguments are all in-
conclusive because they all assume the point to be proved.
Yet it is not denied that the argument from design, and
others that rest on the principle of cause and effect, as well
as those drawn from the ethical wants and aspirations of the
soul, are all valuable, not indeed in proving that God is, but
in proving what he is. * St. Paul tells us that “the invisible -
things of God, even his eternul power and divinity, are
clearly seen from the beginning of the world, being under-
stood by the things that are made,” Rom. i. 20, but the
Apostle does not tell us that the existence of God is a logi-
cal conclusion from cosmological or psychological facts or
from “the things that are made.” Indeed, St. Thomas cites



40 REFUTATION OF ATHKISM.

this text to prove what God is, rather than to prove that he
is, for he throughout is replying to the question Quid est
Deus, rather than to the question, An 8it Deus, as may be
seen by referring to the first article of the question cited
above, in which he answers the question, Utrum Dewmn esse
8it ’Fer se notum.

he great question the Apostles and the Fathers had to
argue against the Gentiles was not precisely the existence
of God, but that of the Divine Unity and the fact of cre-
ation and providence. In fact, the distinguishing and es-
sential feature of the Mosaic doctrine was less that God is
one than that God is the one Almigity Creator of all things.
The existence of one God, as has becn seen, was not denied
by the Gentiles, except by a few philosophers. The mother
error of Gentilism was the loss of the tradition of creation,
which paved the way for divinizing the forces of nature,
and at length for the worship of demons, always held inferior
to a Supreme Divinity, of which some dimn reminiscence
was always retained.

VIL—ANALYSIS OF THOUGHT.

Atheism is not natural to mankind, and is always, where-
ever found, the fruit of a false or defective philosophy and
erroneous theories wistaken for science. The philosophy
which has been generally cultivated since Descartes made
his attempt to divorce philosophy from theology, of which
it is simnply the rational element, and to erect it into a sepa-
rate and independent science, complete in itself, and embrac-
ing the entire natural order, has hardly recognized and set
forth with much clearness or distinctness the principles of a
conclusive demonstration of theism, or a scientific refutation
of atheism. If there is atheism ‘pretending to found itself
on science, we may charge it to the falseu;ﬁlilosophy which
has generally obtained, except when connected with Catholic
theology, and kept from gomng astray by tradition and com-
mon sense. Irom the philosophers and false scientists
atheism has descended to the people through popular liter-
ature, and diffused itself among the half-learned, chiefly by
modern lectures and journalism, till literature, art, science,
ethics, and especially politics, have becone infected, and
the very air we breathe saturated with it.’

In order to refute atheisin and to check the atheistic tend-
ency of nodern society, it is necessary to revise the generally
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received philosophy, to correct its faulty principles and
method, to supply its defects, to harmonize it with common
sense and the traditions of the race, and to establish, what it
is far from doing, the identity of the principles of science
and the principles of things, or the identity of the knowable
and the real, that is, to show that the order of science follows
the order of being, and in their principles they are identical.
To do this in a manner as intelligible as possible to the gen-
eral reader, it is necessary to set forth the real principles on
which philosophy is founded. Philosophy itself is the
science of principles, and the principles must be real, that
is, the principles of things, not simply mental conceptions
or concepts, or the science will want reality and no
science at all. Real principles are the principles, not of
science alone, without which nothing can be known, but
" principles of things, on which all things depend, and without
which nothing is or exists.

Obviously then the principles of philosophy and of reality
are a priori, and precede both the science and the reality
that depends on them, or of which they are the principles.
They wnust, then, be given, and neither created nor obtained
by the mind’s own activity, for without them the mind can
neither operate nor even' exist. The great error of the
dominant philosophy of our times is in the assumption that ’
the mind starts withont principles, and finds them or obtains
them by its own activity or its own painful exertions. Hence
it places method before principles, which is no less absurd
than to suppose that the mind, the soul, generates or creates
itself. Principles are given, not found %)y the mind oper-
ating without principles. They are given in the fact which
we call thought, and we ascertain what they are only by a
diligent and careful analysis of thought.

In order to correct the errors of the prevailing philoso-
phy, to ascertain the principles of a true philosophy, and of
real science that refutes the atheist by demonstrating that
God is, and is the creator of the heavens and the earth and
all-things visible and invisible, we must begin, as Descartes
" did, with thought (cogito), who was so far right, and ascer-
tain what are the real and necessary elements of thought.
This is no light labor, and it is a labor rendered necessary
only by prevailing errors in order to refute them, otherwise
there would be no necessity for it, and little utility in it;
for the human mind remains and operates the same with or
without the knowledge the analysis affords.
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‘We therefore adopt the method of the psychologists so
far as to begin with the analysis of thought. This is imposed
on us by the necessity of the case, as it is only in thought
that we find ourselves or are placed in intellectual relation
with any thing not ourselves. It is only in thought that the

rinciples either of science or reality can be ascertained.

he atheist must assert thought as well as the theist, and so
also mnust the sceptic ; for he who denies or he who doubts,
thinks, and can neither doubt nor deny withount thinking.
Hence universal denial or universal doubt, or scepticism, is
gimply impossible ; for he who denies, or he who doubts,
knows that he denies or doubts, as he who thinks knows that
he thinks. The error of Descartes, or the Psychologues, is
not in beginning with thought, but in their assumption that
all thought is the act of the soul or subject alone, or that
thought is a purely psychological fact.

Cousin, though erring on many capital points, gives some-
where a very clear and just analysis of thought, which he
defines to be a complex fact, comnposed of three inseparable
elements, subject, object, and form. Ile asserts that the
subject is always the soul, or ourselves thinking ; the object
is always distinct from the soul, and standing over against
it; and the forn is always the relation of the subject and
object. Every thought, therefore, is the synthesis of three
elements: subject, object, and their relation, as we main-
tained and proved in some chapters of an unfinished work
on Synthetic Philosophy published in the ycars 1842-'43.

Thought is either intunitive or reflective. The careful
analysis of intuitive thonght, intuition, what Cousin calls
spontaneity or spontaneous thought, thongh erroneously,
and which he very properly distingnishes from reflection or
thought returning on itself, and so to speak, actively rethink-
ing itself, discloscs these three elements: subject, object, and
their relation, always distinet, always inseparable, given
simultaneously in one and the same complex fact. T)cny
one or another of these elements and there is and can be no
thought. Remove the subject, and theroe is no thought, for
there evidently can be no thought where there is no tﬁinker;
remove the object, and there is equally no thought, for to
think nothing is simply not to think ; and finally, deny the
relation of subject and object, and you also deny all thought,
for certainly the soul cannot apprehend an object or an object
be presented to the soul with no reclation between them;
hence the assertion by the peripatetics of the necessity to
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the fact of intuition as well as of cognition of what they call
phantasmata and species intelligibiEl, which issimply their
wl?y of expressing the relation in thought of subject and
object. .

Jl‘he three elements of thought being given simultaneously
and synthetically in one and the same fact, they all three
rest on the same authority and are equally certain both sub-
jectively and objectively. Here we escape the interminable
debates of philosophers as to the passage from the subject-
ive to the objective, and, in military phrase, flank the ques-
tion of the certainty of human knowledge, and thus render
all arguments against either subjectivism or scepticism super-
fluous. There is no passage from the subjective to the
objective, if the activity of the subject alone suffices for the
production of thought, and no possible means of a logical
refutation of scepticism. If the soul alone could suffice for
thougiht, nothing else would be necessary to its production,
and thought would and could affirm no reality beyond the
soul itself ; no objective reality could ever be proved, and
no real science would be possible. All objective certaint
wonld vanish, for we have and can have only thought wit
which to prove the objective validity of thought. i{ence it
is that those philosophers who regard thonght as the product
of the soul’s activity alone, have never been able to refute
the sceptic or to get beyond the sphere of the subject.

The soul’s activity alone does not, and, unless it were
God, who is the adequate object of his own intellect, could
pot, suffice for thonght. The object is as necessary to the
production of thought as is the subject. The soul cannot
act without it, and therefore cannot scek and find its object.
The presence and activity of the object is necessary to the
activity of the subject. The object must then present itself
or be presented to the soul, or there is no thought actunal or
possible. This is the fact which Cousin undertakes to
explain by what he calls spontaneity, and which he distin-

1shes from reflection. Intuition, he says, is spontaneons,
impersonal ; but reflection is personal,in which the soul acts
voluntarily. But unhappily he loses all the advantage of
this distinction, for he makes the intuition the product of
the spontaneous activity of the soul, or, as he says, the s]pon-
taneous or impersonal reason, therefore as much a psychical

roduct as reggetion itself ; and therefore again, gets, even
in intuition, no object, no reality, extra animam, and with
all Lis endeavors he never really gets out of the subjectivism
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of Kant, or even the egoism of Fichte. The distinction he
makes between the personal reason and the impersonal is by
no means a distinction between subject and object, but
simply a distinction in the soul itself, or a distinction
between its spontaneous and reflective modes of acting, and
is, as Pierre Leroux has well said, a contradiction of his own
assertion that the subject is always the soul, and the object
is always distinguishable from it, standing over against it,
and acting from the opposite direction; for the impersonal
and personal reason are in his view psychical, simply a
faculty of the soul

. If the object were purely passive, or did not actively con-
cur in the production of tﬁought, it would be as if it were
not, and the soul could no more think with it than without
it. It is the fact that the object actively concurs in the pro-
duction of thought that establishes its reality, since what is
not, or has no real existence, cannot act, cannot present or
affirm itself. So far Pierre Leroux, to whom we are much
indebted for this analysis of thought, is right, and proves
himself, let Gioberti speak as ooutemptuousfy of him as he
will, a true philosophical observer; but he vitiates all that
follows in his philosophy by maintaining that the sonl creates
or supplies the form of the thought, or the relation between
subject and object, as we have shown in Z%he Convert. The
soull cannot act withont the object, nor unless the object is
placed in relation with it; consequently the soul can no
more create the relation than it can create the object or
itself. The object with the relation, or the correlation of
subject and object, then, is presented to the soul or given it,
not created or furnished by it.

The soul, unable to think by itself alone, or in and of
itself, can think even itself, ﬁm‘f' itself, or become aware of
its own existence only in conjunction with the object intui-
tively presented; each of the three elements of thought
therefore not only rests on the same authority, but each is
as certain as is the fact of consciousness or the fact that we
think. The object is afirmed or aflirms itself objectively,
and is real with all the certainty we have or can have of our
own-existence. Ifurther than this, thought itself cannot go.
we cannot from principles more ultimate than thought, demon-
strate thought ; but it is not necessary, for he who thinks
knows that lie thinks, and cannot deny that he thinks with-
out thinking, and therefore not without affirming what he
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denies. This is all that can be asked, for a denial that
denies itsclf is equivalent to an affirmation.

This analysis of thought not only refutes scepticism and
subjectivism, or what is called in English philosoply, ideal-
ism, and shows the objective validity of intuition to be as
indistputable as our consciousness of our own existence, but
it refutes at the same time and by the same blow both the
ontologists and psychologists ; not indeed by denying either
the ontological or the psychological principle, but by show-
ing that both are given in one and the same thought, and
therefore that neither is obtained by any process of reason-
ing from the other. The psychologist assumes that the soul
is given, and that it by its own psychical action obtains the
non-psychical or ontological; the ontologist assumes that
being 1s given, and from the notion of being alone the soul
deduces both the psychical and the cosmic. Neither is the
fact. Being must be intuitively presented or we cannot
have the notion of being, and tge intuitive presentation of
being to the snbject gives the subject simultaneously the
consciousness of itself as the subject of the intuition.
Being can be presented in thotht, only under the relation
of object, and in every thou§ it is given simultanconsly
~ with the other two inseparable elements, subject and rela-
tion. The psychologist fails in his analysis of thought to
detect as an original and indestructible element of thought a
non-psychical element, the object which stands over against
it, distinct from it, and except in conjunction with which
there is and can be no psychical activity or action. What
the psychologist overlooks 1s the fact that the psychical and
the non-psycﬁical, as the condition of the soul’s activity and
consciousness of itself, are both given together in one and
the same intuitive fact, and therefore that ncither is obtained
as an clement of thought or science from the other. The
objective validity of our knowledge res:s on the non-psychi-
ca(’ element of thought, not on the psychical. The ontolo-
gist fails to detect the psychical eleinent as a primitive ele-
ment of thought; the psychologist fails to detect the onto-
logical element as equally primitive and underived ; and
neither notes the fact that both are given in one and the
same original intuition. Cousin asserts it indeed, but as we
have secn, forgets it or destroys its value, by resolving the
distinction of subject and object into a distinction between
the personal and impersonal reason, or between the spon-
taneous and reflective modes of the soul’s activity, which
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makes both really psychical, and allows nothing extra ans-
mam to be aflirned in thought or presented in intuition.

VIL—ANALYSIS OF THE OBJECT.

The analysis of thought, as we have just seen, discloses a
von-psychical ‘or an ontological element, and shows that in
every thoaght there is an object distinet from and independ-
ent of the subject, and thav in every intuitive thought the
object aftirms or presents itself by its own activity, This at
onc stroke establishes the reality of the object and the valid-
ity of our science or knowledge. Ilaving done this, we may

rocced to analyze, not the subject, as do the psychologists,
ut the object, 1n order to determine, not how we know, but
what we know.

Modern philosophers, for the most part, especiall{ since
Descartcs, proceed to analyze the subject Lefore having
either ascertained or analyzed the object, and are engrossed
with the method and instrument of philosophy before hav-
ing determined its principles. All philosophers do and must
begin with a more or less perfect analysis of thought. Even
Gioberti, who insists on the ontological method, concedes
that in learning or teaching Shilosop 1y, we must begin with
psychology, the analysis of thought, or as Cousin says, with
the analysis of “the fact of consciousness.” DBut the psy-
chologists proceed immediately from the analysis of thougﬁ't
to the analysis of the subject, that is, of the soul, and give
us simply the philosophy, as it may be called, of the Human
Understanding, as do Locke and Ilume; of the Active

owers of the soul as do Reid and Stewart; or of the

uman Intellect as does Dr. Porter, president of Yale
College. This at best can give us, except Ly an inconse-
quence, only a science of abstractions, or the subjective forms
of thought without any objective reality, or barcly the
Wissenschaftslelra, or the science of knowing, of Fichte,
the science of the instrument and mecthod of science, not
ﬁence itself, the science of emnpty formns, not the science of

ings.

1t is no wondcr, therefore, that philosophy is very gener-
ally regarded as decaling only with abstractions and emnpty
formulas, or that it is very gencrally despised and rejected
by men of clear insight and strong practical sense, as an
abstract science, and therefore worthless. Mere psychology,
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which can be only the science of abstractions or empty
forins. is even worse than worthless,and the popular estimate
of it is only too favorable. There is no class of mnen more
contemptible or mischievous than psychologers endeavoring
to pass themselves off for philosophers, and very few othiers
are to be met with in the heterodox world, or even in the
orthodox world, when not gnided and restrained by the
principles and dogmas of Christian theology.

This cones fromn proceeding to the analysis of the subject
before having analyzed the object. The object, if given
gimultancously with the subject in the fact of thought, pre-
cedes it in the order of being or real order; for it presents
or affirms itself as the necessary condition of the soul’s
activity, and of her apprehension of her own existence even.
It is first in order, and its analysis should precede that of the
soul ; for as the subject is given only in conjunction with the
object, oras reflected or mirrored in it, it is only as reflected or
mirrored in the object that it can know or recognize its own
powersor faculties. The object determines the faculty, not
the faculty the object. Man, St. Thomas says, somewhere, as
cited by Balines, “is not intelligible in himself, because he is
not intelligence in himself.” If he could know himself in
himself, or be the direct object of his own intellect, he would
be God, at least independentof God. The soul knows itself
only under the relation of subject, as it knows what is not
itself only under’the relation of object, and is conscious of
its own existence only in the intuition of the object. We
ascertain the powers of the soul from the object she appre-
hends, not the reality of the object from the powers or
faculties of the soul. The analysis of the object is, then,
the necessary condition of the analysis of the subject.

The analysis of the object, like that of thought, if we
mistake not, gives us, or discloses as essential in it, three
elements, the ideal, the enrpirical, and the relation between
them. The ideal is the a priori and apodictic element, with-
out which there is and can be no intelligible object, and
conscquently no thonght; the empirical is the fact of
expericnee, or the object, whether appertaining to the sen-
sible order or to the intelligible, as intellectually apprehended
by the soul; the relation is the nerus of the ideal and the
ewpirical, and is given by the ideal itself.

Kant has l;)rove(l in his Critik der reinen Vernunft, or
Analysis of IPuré Reason, that the empirieal is not possible
without the ideal, or as he says, without cognitions a priori,
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which are necessary to every synthetic judgment, or cognition
a posterigri. 'The cognitions a prior: K%:lt calls categorics
ter the peripatetics, or certain forms under which we neces-
sarily apprehiend all things. e makes these forms or cate
ries forins of the human understanding, and therefore makes
them snbjective, not objective, or places them on the side of
- the subject, not on the side of the object. Aristotle makes
them, apparently, forms neither of the subject nor of the
object, but of the mundus logicus, or a world intermediary
between the subject and the object, or the soul and the
mundus physicus, or real world. Kant’s doctrine, that the
categories are forms of the subject, is refuted in our analy-
sis of thonght. It implies that the subject can exist and
operate without the object, and that we see the object as we
do, not because it is such as we see it, but because such is the
constitution or law of the human mind,—which denies the
objective validity of our knowledge already established.
The peripatetic categories are admissible or not, as the
intermediary world is or is not taken as the representation of
the real world. If we take the phantasms and intelligible
species as the representations of the object to the mind, not
by the mind, and thus make the categories real, not simply
formal, the peripatctic doctrine, as will Le seen further on,
isnot inadmissibE:. Butif we distinguish the categories from
the mundus physicus or real world, and make them forms
of an intermediary world, or something which is neither
subject nor object, we deny them all reality, for no such
.world docs or can exist. What is neithersubject nor object
is nothing. St. Thownas, as we understand him, inakes, as we
shall by and by show, the phantasins and specics proceed
from the object, and holds them to be in the reflective order,
in which the soul is active, representative of the object;
which permits us to hold that in the intuitive order they are
silnply presentative or the object presenting or aftimning
itself to the passive intellect. l1lcholdsthem to be, in scho- -
lastic langnage, oljectum quo not oljectum quod or that in
which the intellect tertninates, but that by which it attains
to the idea, or the intelligible, as will be more fully explained
further on. The modern peripatetics, for the most part,
make the categories purely formal, and gravely tell us that a
proposition may be logically true and yet really false!
Cousin identifics the categories of Aristotle and Kant,
with what he calls necessary and absolute ideas, and
reduces their number to being and phenomenon, or substance
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and caunse, but loses their objective reality by making them
constituent elements of the impersonal reason, which is sub-
jective, as purely so as is the reflective reason itself.

he impersonal reason differs, in his philosophy, from the
personalp:ea.son only as to the mode of its activity, and is, as
the personal, a faculty of the soul, by which the soul knows
all that it does or can know, whatever the degree or region
of its knowledge. ‘

Dr. Ward, og the Dublin Review, places or intends to place
the categories or, as he says, necessary and and eternal 1deas,
on theside of the object, and holds that they are intuitive
or self-evident ; yet he makes intuition the act of the soul,
therefore, empirical, and really places the ideal on the side
of the subject. He fails to integrate them in real and neces-
‘sary being, and says, after Father Kleutgen, that though
founded on God, they are not God. DBut.what is founded
on God, and yet is not God, is creature, and creatures Dr.
‘Ward cannot hold them to be, for he holds them to be
necessary and eternal, and necessary and eternal creature is
a contradiction in terms. What is neither God nor creature
is nothing, and Dr. Ward cannot say ideas are nothing, for
he holds them to be intunitive or self-evident, and nothing
cannot evidence itself, or be an object of intuition. There
is, also, a further ditliculty. Dr. Ward, as do Drs. McCosh
Porter, Hopkins, and others of the same school, by making
intuition an act of the soul makes it a fact of experience,
and the point to be met is, that withont intuition of the
ideal, there is and can be no fact of experience, or empirical
intuition. It must be borne in mind that Kant has proved
that without the cognitions a priori, or what we call the
ideal, no cognition a posterior: is possible.

Dr. Newman, of whom we would always speak with pro-.
found reverence, in his Fssay in aid of a Grammar of
Assent, apparently at least, not only denies ideal intuition,
but the og_]ective reality of the ideal itself, and resolves the
categories or ideas into pure mental abstractions created b
the mind itself. “ All things of the exterior [objective%
world,” he says, section second of his opening chapter, ‘ are
unit and individual, and nothing else; but the mind not
only contemplates these unit realities as they exist, but has
the gift, by an act of' creation, to bring before it abstrac-
tions and generalizations which have no existence, no coun-
terpart out of it.” It would be difficult to express more
distinctly the Nominalism of Rosceline, or at least the Con.-

Vou IL—4
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ceptualism of Abelard, censured by the theologians of the
twelfth century as incompatible with the assertion of the
ineffable mystery of the Ever-Blessed Trinity. It need not
surprise us, therefore, that Dr. Newman confesses in his
Apologia pro Vita sua, that he has never been able by rea-
soning to prove satisfactorily to his own mind the existence
of God, for on his philosophy, if we do not misapprehend
it, he can adduce no argument against the atheist. If we
are to take the passage cited as a key to his philosophy,
there can be for him no object in thought but these unit
realities, for the abstractions and generalizations, being men-
tal creations, are all on the side of the subject, and no place
is left for God in the knowable. _
Baut, unhappily, these “ unit realities” are not cognizable
by themselves alone. To suffice of themselves as objects of-
thought they must suffice for their own existence. What
cannot exist alone, cannot be known alone. Then every
one of these unit realities, to be cognizable alone, must be
an independent, self-existent, and self-sufficing being, that is
to say, God, and there must be a8 many Gods as there are
unit realities or distinct objects of thought or intuition,
which we need not say is ina.f]imissible. These unit realities
can be objects of thought or intuition only on condition of
presenting or affirming themselves to the mind, and they
can present or affirm themselves in intuition only as they
are n 76, not as they are not, as is sufficiently proved inour
analysis of thought. If they are not real and necessary
being they cannot affirm themselves as such; if they are
not such they can affirm themselves only as contingent and
dependent existences that have their being in another, not
in themselves, and then only under the relation of contingency
. or dependence, or in relation to that on which they depend;
cousequently they are not cognizable without intuition of
real and necessary or independent being which creates them.
Contingency or rgependeuce expresses a relation, but rela-
tions.are cogitable only in the related, and only when both
terms of the relation are given. Neither term can be infer-
red from the other, for neither can be thought without the
other. Hence there is no intuition of the contingent with-
out intuition of the necessary, or empirical intuition withont
ideal intuition.
The categories are all correlatives, and are presented in
two lines, as one and many, the same and the diverse, the
universal and the particular, the infinite and the finite, the
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immutable and the mutable, the permanent and the transi-

tory, the perfect and the imperfect, the necessary and the
contingent, substance and phenomena, being and existences,
cause and effect, &c. These severally connote each other,
and we cannot think the one line withont thinking or hav-
ing intuition of the other. When we think a thing as par-
ticular, we distingnish it from the universal, or think it as
not universal; but evidently we cannot do this unless the
universal is intuitively present to the mind. The same is
equally true of every one of the other categories. The
contingent is not cogitable- without intuition of the, neces-
sary; nor is it possible to think the contingent without
intuition of its contingency, for, as we have shown in the
foregoing analysis, the object presents itself by its own
activity, and therefore must present itself as it is, not as it
is not. Nothing is more certain than that the relation of
the categories is no fact of experience, nor than that neither
correlative is inferred from the other. Yet it is no less cer-
tain that men, all men, even very young children, regard
Dr. Newman’s “ Unit realities ” as contingent, as dependent,
or as not having the cause of their existence in themselves.
Hence the questions of the child to its mother: “ Who made
the flowers ¥ who made the trees? who made the birds? who
made the stars? who made father! who made God?”
Hence, too, those anxious questionings of the soul that we
mark in the ancient heathen and in the modern Protestant
world: Whence came we? why are we here? whither do
we go? It is only scientists, Comtists or Cosmists, who are
satisfied with Topsy’s theory, “I didn’t come, I grow’d.”
Baut if the soul hag no intuition of the relation of contingent
and necessary, or of cause and effect, it would and could
ask no such questions.

It is certain, as a matter of fact, that the soul has present
to it both the contingént and necessary, as the condition
tllipriori of all experience or empirical intuition. So much

ant has proved. The object of thought -always presents
itself either as contingent or as necessary. The categories
of necessity and contingency, not being empirical, since they
are the forms under which we necessarily apprehend ever
object we do apprehend, we call them ideas, or the ideal.
The question to be settled is, Is the ideal, without which no .
fact of experience is possible, on the side of the object, or
on the side of the sug;ect? Kant places it on the side of
the subject, and subjects the object to the laws of the soul;
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we lEJle\ce it on the side of the object,and hold that it is that
without which the object is not intelligible, and therefore
no object at all. Hence we maintain that the object of
thought is not a simple unit, but consists of three inseparable
elements, the ideal, the empirical, and their relation. The
proof that we are right is furnished in our analysis of
thought, and rests on the principle that what is not is not
intelligible, and that no object is intelligible save as it really
exists. This follows necessarily from the fact we have
established that the object presents or affirms itself by its
own activity. Contingent existences are active only in their
relation to the necessary; consequently are intelligible or
cognizable only in their relation of contingency. Then, as
certain as it is that we think, so certain is it that the ideal is.
on the side of the object, not on the side of the subject.
This will appear still more evident when we recollect that
the contingent is not apprehensible without the intuition of
the necessary on which it depends, and the necessary is and
can be no predicate of the subject, which is contingent exist-
ence, not necessary being, since it depends on the object for
its power to act.

It follows from this that the ideal is given intuitively in
every thought, as an essential eleinent of the object, and
therefore that it is objective and real. But wﬂlile this

es with Plato in asserting the objective reality of the
ideal, in opposition to Kant, it agrees also with Aristotle
and St. Thomas in denying that it is given separately. We
assert the ideal as a necessary element of the object, but we
deny that, separated from the empirical element, it is or can
be an object of thought; for man in this life is not pure
spirit or sonl, but spirit or soul united to body, and cannot
directly perceive, a8 maintained by Plato, the old Gnostics
or Pneumatici, the modern Transcendentalists, Pierre
Leroux, and the disciples of the English School founded b
the opium-eater Coleridge, such as Drs. McCosh and Ward,
Presidents Marsh, Porter, and Hopkins, to mention no
others. Hence we deny the proposition of the Louvain
professors, improbated by the Iloly See, that the mind * has
Immediate cognition, at least habitual, of God.” Cognition
or perception is an act of the soul in concurrence with the
object, and the soul, though the forma corporis, or inform-
ing principle of the body, never in this life acts without the
body, and consequently can perceive the ideal only as sen-
sibly represented. The idezS is really given in intuition,
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but not by itself alone; it is given in the empirical fact as
its @ prior: condition, and is distinctly held only as sepa-
rated from it, by reflection, the ¢ntellectus agens, or active
intellect, a8 maintained by St. Thomas and the whole peri-
patetic school, as well as by the official teaching in our
Catholic schools and colleges generally.

Ideal intnition is not perception or cognition. Per-
ception is empirical, whether mediate or immediate, and
whatever its object or its sphere, and in it the soul is always
the percipient agent. Intuition of the ideal is solely the act
of the object, and in relation to it the intellect is passive.
It corresponds to the intelligible species of the peripatetics,
or rather to what they call species ¢mpressa. Dr. Reid,
founder of the Scottish school, finished by Sir William
Hamilton, thought he did a great thing when he vehemently
attacked, and as he flattered himself made away with, the
ghantasms and intelligible species of the geripatetics, which

e supposed were held to be ‘certain ideas or immaterial
images interposed between the mind and the real object,
and when he asserted that we perceive things themsefves,
not their ideas or images. But Dr. Reid mistook a wind-
mill fora giant. The peripatetics never held, as he supposed,
the phantasmata and the species intelligibiles to be either
ideas or images, nor denied the doctrine of theScottish
school, that we perceive things themselves; and one is a
little surprised to find so able and so learned a philosopher
as Gioberti virtually conceding that they did, and giving
Reid and Sir William Hamilton credit for establishing the
fact that we perccive directly and immediately external
things themselves. We ourselves have studied the peripa-
tetic school chiefly in the writings of St. Thomas, the great-
est of the Schoolmen, and we accept the doctrine of sensible
and intelligible species as he represents them, that is, su

ing we ourselves understand him. Both the sensible
and the intelligible species proceed from the object, and in
relation to them the intellect is passive, that is, simply n
potentia ad actum. Now, as we have shown that the intel-
lect cannot act prior to the presentation of the object or till
the object is placed in relation with it, it cannot then, either
in the sensible or the intelligible order, place itself in relation
with the object, but the object, by an objective act inde-
‘pendent of tjle intellect, must place itself in relation with
the sabject. This is the fact that underlies the doctrine of
the peripatetic phantasms and intelligible species, and trans-
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lated into modern thought means all simply what we call
ideal intuition, or the presentation or a(grma.tion of the
object by itself or its placing itself by its own act in relation
to the intellect as the a prior: condition of perception.

But as the goul cannot act without the body, the intelligi-
ble cannot be presented save as sensibly represented, and
therefore only in the phantasmata or sensible species, from
which the active inteﬁect abstracts, divides, disengages, or
separates—not infers—them. Yet the intelligible, the ideal,
as we say, is really presented, and is the object in which the
intellect terminates or which it attains, the very doctrine we
are endeavoring by our analysis of the object to bring out.
Reid never understood it, and psychologists either do not
distinguish the ideal from the empirical, or profess to infer
it by way of deduction or induction from the sensible. St.
Thomas does neither, for he holds that the intelligible enters
the mind with or in the sensible, and is simply gisenguged, )
not concluded, from it.

It is necessary to be on our gnard against confounding the
question of the reality of the ideal or universal and necessary
ideas, which correspond to the cognitions @ prior: of Kant,
with the scholastic question as to the reality of universals,
as do the Louvain professors, in the proposition improbated
by the Holy See, that universals, @ parte rei considerata,
are indistinguishable from God, which confounds universals
with idea exemplaris, or the type in the divine mind after
which God creates, and which St. Thomas says is nothi
else than the essence of God. Jdea in Deo nihil est alizg

m essentia Dei. The universals of the Schoolmen are
ivisible into classes: 1, Whiteness, roundness, and the like,
to which some think Plato gave reality, as he did to justice,
the beautiful, &c., and which are manifestly abstractions,
with no reality save in their concretes from which the mind
abstracts them; 2, Genera and species, as Aumanitas. The
Scholastics, as far as our study of them goes, do not sharpl
distinguish between these two classes, but treat them bot
under the general head of universals. ‘

Rosceline and the Nominalists, who fell under ecclesiasti-
cal censure, held universals to be simply general terms, or
empty words; Abelard and the Conceptualists held them to
be not empty words, but mental conceptions existing in the
mind but with no existence a parte re:; Guillaume de-
Champeaux of St. Victor, and afterwards bisl{\op of Paris, and
the medisval Realists, are said to have held them to be real or
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to exist @ parte rei, or as they said then, as separate entities ;
St. Thomas and the Thomis{s, as is well knm held them
to exist n mente or in conceptu oum fundamento in re.
But Cousin, in his Philosophie Scholastrque, originally pub-
lished as a Reg)ort to the%reneh Academy on the unpub-
lished works of Abelard, thinks, not without reason, that he
finds in a passage cited by Abelard from William de Cham-
peaux, that the mediseval realists did not assert the separate
entity of all universals, but only the reality of genera and
species, though of course, not either as ideas in the divine
mind, or as existing apart from their individualization.

The reality of genera and species is very plainly taught in
Genesis, for it is there asserted that created all living

creatures each after its kind; and if we were to deny it,-

generation as the production of like by like could not be
asserted ; the dogma of Original Sin, or that all men or the
race sinned in Adam, would be something more than an
inexplicable mystery, and we have observed that those theo-
logians who deny the reality of the species, have a strong
tendency to deny original sin, or to explain” it away so as to
make it not sin, but the punishment of sin. Certainly, if
the race were not one and real in Adam, it would be some-
what difficult to explain how original sin could be propa-
gated by natural generation. It would be equally difficult
to explain the mystery of Redemption through the assump-
tion of human nature by the Word, unless we suppose, what
is not admissible, that the Word assumed each individual
man, for to suppose a real human nature common to all men,
is to assert the reality of the genus or species. The denial
of the reality of genera and species not only denies the unity
of the race and thus denies Original Sin, the Incarnation,
Redemption, and Regeneration, but also impugns, it seems
to us, the Mystery of the Blessed Trinity, by denying the
unity of the nature or essence of the three persons of the
Godhead, and certain it is that both Rosceline and Abelard
were accused of .denying or misrepresenting that ineffable
Mystery.

e are not aware of the views of St. Thomas on this pre-
cise question, or that he has treated specially of the question
of genera and species. As to the other class of universals,
he is unquestionably right. They are conceptions, existing
wn mente cum f mento in re, that is, mental abstractions,
formed by the mind operating on the concretes given in
intuition. They have their foundation in reality. There
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is a basis of reality in all our mental conceptions, even in our
wildest imaginations and our most whimsical fancies, for we
neither think nor imagine what is absolutely unreal. ‘

But however this may be, St. Thomas* does not class what
we call the ideal intuitively given, with the universals or
conceptions, with simply a basis in reality. He asserts self-
evident principles, the first principles of science or of denon-
stration, which are neither formed by the mind, nor obtained
from experience, but precede experience and all reasoning,
and which must be given by ideal intuition. In its su
stance, its principles and method, the real philosopher will
find that the philosophy of St. Thomas cannot be safely
rejected, although, as we have already intimated, he may
find it neceseary, in order to meet errors which have arisen
since his time, to explain some questions more fully than St.
Thomas has done and to prove some points which he could
take for granted. ‘

IX. ANALYSIS OF THE IDEAL.

The analysis of Thought gives us three inseparable ele-
ments, all equally real : subject, object, and their relation;
the analysis of the Object gives us afso three inseparable ele-
ments, all objectively real, namely, the ideal, the empirical,
and their relation. The analysis of the Ideal, we shall see,
gives us agiain three inseparable elements, all also objectively
real, namely, the necessary, the contingent, and their rela-
tion, or being, existences, and the relation between them.

‘We have found what logicians call the categories and what
we call the ideal or objective ideas, and without which no
thought or fact of experience, as Kant has proved, is possible,
are iﬁentica]. Aristotle makes the categories ten and two
Et‘edicaments; Kant makes them fifteen, two of the sensi-

ility, twelve of the understanding ( Verstand), and one of
the reason, ( Vernunf?); but whatever their number, they
are, contrary to Kant, intuitive, and therefore objectively
real. They are intuitive because they are the necessary con-
ditions @ prior: of .experience or the soul's intellectnal
action; and they are objective, since otherwise they could
not be intuitive, for intuition is the act of the object, not of
the subject.

* Bee Summa, p. 1, Q. 2, a. 1.
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All philosophers agree that whatever exists is arranged
under some one or all of these categories, and is either neces-
sary or contingent, independent or %ependent, one or many,
the same or the diverse, universal or particular, invariable or
variable, immutable or mutable, permanent or transitory,
infinite or finite, eternal or temporary, being or existences,
cause or effect, creator or creature. They are, as we have
seen, in two lines, and go, so to speak, in pairs, and are cor-
relatives, and each connotes the other.

But these categories may be reduced to a smaller num-
ber. Cousin contends that all the categories of the upper
line may be reduced to the single category of being, and
those of the lower line to the single category of phenome-
non, or the two lines to substance and cause. Rosmini
reduces the categories of the upper line to being in general ;
Father Rothenflue reduces.them all to the single category
of ens reale, or real being, in contradistinction from the ens
in genere of Rosmini ; the Louvain professors, as all exclu-
sive ontologists, do the same. The exclusive psychologists
reduce them all to the category of the soul or our personal
existence ; Gioberti reduces the categories of the upper line
to that of real and necessary being, ens necessarium et reale,
and all the categories of the lower line to that of contin-
gent existences, or briefly, both lines to Being and Exist-
ences.

Cousin’s reduction is inadmissible, for it omits the second
line, or denies its reality. Phenomenon, in so far as real or
any thing, is identical with being, and does not constitute a
distinet category. Cousin makes bein% and substance iden-
tical, a pantheistic error ; for though all being is substance,
all substances are not real and necessary being. He also
places cause in the lower line, which is a mistake. The

_ effect is in the second line, but not the cause. It is true,
cause i8 not in the upper line, for it is not eternal and neces-
sary. The causative power is in being, and therefore in the
upper line, but actual cause is the nexus between the two
lines, and is included in the relation between them, or
between the necessary and the contingent. This shows that
the ideal or the categories cannot be reduced to two, for that
would deny all relation between them, and make them sub-
ject and predicate without the copula. Gioberti is more
ﬁl;ilosophxcal in reducing them to three, in his terminology,

ing, existences, and their relation.

Cousin, Father Rothenflue, Professor Ubaghs, and all the
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ontologists, as we shall soon show, are right in their redue-
tion of the categories of the upper line to the single category
of real and necessary being, though Cousin and Spinoza, as
do all pantheists, err in making being and substance identi-
cal, and in asserting .one only substance, as do the Cosmists,
for this restricts the ideal to the upper line, and excludes
entirely the lower line. Hence they resolve all reality into
being, or substance and phenomenon, the last real only in
being or substance.

Real and necessary being is independent, and can stand
alone, but we found in our analysis of the object, another
line of categories, the contingent, the particular, the depend-
ent, &c., equally necessary as the a priori condition of
experience or empirical intuition, and therefore included in
the ideal element of the object, and therefore given or pre-
sented in ideal intuition. The relation between the two
lines of categories, and which is really the relation, not yet
. considered, between the ideal and the empirical, and also
given by ideal intuition, will be treated further on. Here we
are considering only the two lines of categories, given together
in ideal intuition. For the present we shall consider them
simply as reduced to two categories, namely, the necessary and
the contingent, which will soon appear to be necessary bei
. and contingent existences. These categories are, as inclucll:ﬁ
either in the ideal or in the object of thought, correlatives,
and neither can be inferred or concluded from the other.
They do not imply one the other, but each connotes [connota¢]
the other, that is to say, neither is cognizable without the
other. They who take the necessary as their principium
can conclude from it only the necessary, not the contin-
gent, and hence the pure ontologists, who attempt by logi-
cal deduction from real and necessary being alone to
obtain the contingent, inevitably fall into pantheism. It
is equally impossi%le to conclude, by logical induction, real
and necessary being from the contingent. Deduction from
- the contingent can give only the contingent, and induction
can give only a generalization, which remains always in the
order of the particulars generalized. Hence those who make
the contingent their principium, if consequent, inevitably
fall into atheism. The error of each class arises from their
incomplete analysis of the object and of its ideal element.
The complete analysis of the object shows, as we have seen,
that the ideal element is given intuitively, as the a priors
condition of the empirical. The analysis of the ideal shows
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that the necessary and the contingent are both given in the
ideal intuition and there is no need of attempting to con-
clude either from the other. They are both primitive, and
b:r;llfng intuitively given, both are and must be objectively

But the necessary and the contingent are abstract terms,
and are real only in their concretes. There is and can be
no intunition of necessary and contingent as abstractions; for
as abstractions they have no objective existence, and there-
fore are incapable of presenting or affirming themselves in
intunition, which, as we have shown, is the act of the object,
not of the subject. The necessary- must therefore, since we
have proved it real, be real and necessary being, and intu-
ition of it is intuition of real and necessary being. In like
manner, intuition of the contingent is not intuition of con-
tingent nothing, but of contingent being, that is, exist-
ences, the ens secundum quid of the Schoolmen. This is
what we have proved in proving the reality of the ideal.
Ideas without wgich no fact of knowledge is possible, and
which through objective intuition enter into all our mental
operations, are not, as they are too often called, abstract
ideas, but real.

We have reduced, provisorily, the ideas or categories to
two, necessary and contingent, which we find, in the fact
that they are intuitively given, are real, and if real, then the
necessary is real and necessary being, and the contingent is
contingent, though real, existence. Then the analysis of the
ideal or ¢ priori element of human knowledge gives us
being, existences, and their relation. These three terms are
really given intuitively, but, as we have seen, in the fact of
thought or experience, they are given as an inseparable ele-
ment of the object, not as distinct or separate objects of
thought, or of empirical apprehension, noetic or semstble.
They are given in the empirical fact, though its a priors
element, and the mind by its own intuitive action does not
distinguish them from the empirical element of the object,
or perceive them as distinct and separate objects of thought.
We distingunish themn only by reﬂ};ction, or by the analysis
of the object, which is complex, distinguishing what irr the
object is ideal and @ priori from what is empirical and a

teriori. When we assert the necessary and contingent as
ideas, the mind, again, does not perceive that the one is
being and the other existence or dependent on being; the
mind perceives this only in reflecting that if given they must
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be objective and real, and if real, being and existence, for
what is not being, or by or from bein%;is not real. The
identity of the ideal and the real, and of the real with bein
and what is from being, is arrived at by reflection, and is, i
you insist on it, a conclusion, but, as the logicians say, an
explicative, not an illative conclusion.

ut we have reduced the categories to the necessary and
contingent, and found the necessary identical with real and
necessary being, ens necessartum et reale, and the contingent
identical with contingent existence, ens secundum quid.
Being is independent, and can stand alone, and can be
asserted without asserting any thing beside itself; for who
says being says being ¢s—a fact misconceived by Sir William
Hamilton, when he denies that the unconditioned can be
thought, because thought itself conditions it. But a contin-
gent existence cannot be thought by itself alone, for contin-
gency asserts a relation, and can be thought or asserted only
under that relation. It would be a contradiction in terms
to assert ideal intuition of the contingent as independent,
self-existent, for it would not then be contingent. The con-
tingent, as the term itself implies, has not the cause or
source of its existence in itself, but is dependent on being.
The relation between the two categories is the relation of
dependence of the contingent on the necessary, or of contin-
gent existences on real and necessary being. This relation
we express by the word existences. The e in the word
existence implies relation, and that the existence is derived
Jrom being, and, though distinguished from it, depends on
it, or has its being in it, and not in itself.

The Scholastics apply the word ens, being, alike to real
and necessary being and to contingent existences, to what-
ever is real, and also to whatever is unreal, or a mere figment
of the imagination, as when they say ens rationis. This
comes Eartly from the fact that the{atin language, as we find
it in the Latin classics, is not rich in philosophic terms, but
still more from the fact that they treat philosophy chiefly
from the point of view of reflection, which is secondary, and
is the action of the mind on its intuitions. "Whatever can be
the object of reflective thought, though the merest abstraction
or the purest fiction, they call by the common name of ens
it may be ens reale or ens possibile, ens necessarium or ens
contingens, ens simpliciter or ens secundum quid. From the
Schoolmen the practice has passed into all modern languages.
We think it would be more simple and convenient, and tend
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to avoid confusion, to restrict as Gioberti does, being to the
ens simpliciter of the Schoolmen, and to use the word exist-
ence, or rather existences, to avoid all ambiguity, to express
whatever is from being and depends on it, and yet is dis-
tingnishable from it.

aking this change in the received terminology of philos-
ophy, the analysis of the ideal gives us being, Existences,
and the relation between them. The second term, as the
lower line in the categories, must be given in the ideal
intuition, for we cannot perceive existences, or empirically
apprehend contingents, unless we have present to our mind

e idea of contingency as the correlative of the necessary,
as shown in our analysis of the object.

There remains now to be considered the third term, or the
relation of the contingent to the necessary, or of existences
to Being. Being and existences comprise all that is or exists.
‘What is not real and necessary, self-existent and independent
being, is either nothing or it is from being and dependent
on being. Existences are, as we have seen, distingunished
from being, and yet are real, for the idea of contingency is

iven in the objective intuition, or in the ideal element of
the object. Existences are then real, not nothing, and yet
are not being. Nevertheless they are, as we have seen,
related to being and dependent on it. But they cannot be
distinet from being, and yet dependent on being, unless pro-
duced from nothing by the creative act of being. Being
alone is eternal, sel?-exlstent, and beside being there is and
can be only existences created by being. Being must either
create them from nothing by the sole energy of its will, or
it must evolve them from itself. Not tﬁe last, for that
would deny that they are distinct fromn being ; then the first
must be accepted as the only alternative. 1lence the analy-
sis of the ideal gives us being, existences, and the creative
act of being as the nexus or copula that unites existences to
being, or the predicate to the subject.

The ideal then has, as Gioberti truly remarks, the three
terms of a complete judgment, subjcct, predicate, and
copula, and as it is formed ﬁy the ideal, it is real, objective,
formed and presented to us by being itself, presented not
separately, but as the ideal element of the object. It con-
tains a formula that excludes alike ontologism and psycholo-

ism, and gives the principinm of each in its real synthesis.
he intelligent reader will sce, also. we trnst, that it excludes
alike the exaggerations of both spiritualists and sensists, and
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that nothing is more ridiculous than to charge it, as we
have set it forth, with atheism or pantheism, as many excellent
persons have done, as they find it stated in the pages of
Gioberti. It refutes, as we trust we shall soon see, both
atheism and pantheism, and establishes Christian theism.
Truth, if truth, is truth, let who will tell it, and it is as law-
ful to acecept it when told by Gioberti as when told by Plato,
Aari:ltloltle, ant, Cousin, Pierre Leroux, or Sir William
ilton.

X.—ANALYSIS OF THE RELATION.

In the analysis of thought, the analysis of the object, and
the analysis of the ideal we have found in each, three ele-
ments given simultaneously and inseparably. In thought:
subject, object, and their relation ; in the object : the ideal,
the empirical, and their relation ; in the ideal: the ne
or being, the contingent or existences, and their relation.
But though in the last analysis we have stated the relation is
the creative act, the reader will not fail to perceive that we
have given only a.meagre account of the relation in the
analysis of thought, and still less in the analysis of the object.
This has been partly because we are not setting forth a
complete system of philosophy embracing all the questions
of rational science, and partly because till we had reached the
analysis of the ideal, the analysis, or a proper account of the
relation in the other two cases, could not be given, since the
relation, as we hope to show, is substantially one and the same
in each of the three cases.

The analysis of the relation is not practicable in the sense
of the other analyses we have made; for, as relation, it has
only a sinﬁle term, and prescinded from the related is
simply nullity. We can analyze it only in the related, in
which alone it is real. In the fact of thought we have found
that the object is active, not passive as most philosophies
teach; and therefore that it is the object that renders the
subject active, reduces it to act, and therefore creates it. St.

‘Thomas and, we believe, all the Scholastics, teach that in
the reception of the phantasms and the intelligible species
the mind is passive. That which is purely passive is as if it
were not, for whatever really is or exists, is or exists ¢n actw,
and therefore is necessarily active. Since, then, the phan-
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tasms and species proceed from the object,* it follows that
the object actualizes the subject, and renders it active or
intellectus agens. Hence the relation of object and subject in
the fact of thought is the relation of cause and effect. The
object actualizes or creates the subject, not the subject the
object.
he relation we have found of the ideal and empirical is
also the relation of cause and effect. The empirical we
have found is impossible without the ideal, for it depends
on it, and does not and cannot exist without it. That with-
out which a thing does not and cannot exist, and on which
it depends, is its cause. The ideal then causes, produces, or
creates the empirical, and therefore the relation between
them is the relation of cause and effect. Ideal space pro-
duces empirical space, and ideal time produces empirical
time. As the ideal is real and necessary being, ens neces-
sarivum et reale, as we have seen, ideal space is and can be
only the power of being to externize its own acts, in the
order of coéxistences, and ideal time can only be the power
-of being to externize its own acts successively, or pro-
ghressively. Empirical space is the effect of the exercise of
is power producing the relation of coéxistence ; empirical
time is its effect in producing the relation of succession, or
progressive actualization. The relations of space and time
are therefore resolvable into the relation of cause and effect,
the reverse of what is maintained by Hume and our modern
scientists.

As all the categories of the upper line are integrated in
real and necessary heing, and as all the categories of the lower
line are integrated .in existences, so all relations must be
integrated in the relation of being and existences, which is
the act of being, producing, or actualizing existences, and
therefore the relation of cause and effect. Hence there are

* We think it a capital mistake of some moderns to suppose, as does
the very able and learned Father Dalguirns in his admirable treatise on
Holy Communion, that the Scholastics held that the phantasms and spe-
cies by which the mind seizes the object are furnished by the mind
itself. This would make the Scholastic philosophy a pure psychologism,
which it certainly is not, though it becomes so in the hands of many who
profess to follow it. St. Thomas expressly makes the mind passive in
their reception, and thercfore must hold that they are furnished by the
object, and conscquently that in them or hy means of them the object
presents itself to the mind and actualizes it, or constitutes it sntellectus
agens. 'There are more who swear by 8t. Thomas than understand him,
and not a few call themselves Thomists who are really Cartesians.
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and can be no passive relations, or relations of ivity.
Whatever is or exists is active, and God, who is being in its
plenitnde and infinity, is, as say the theologians, actus puris-
stmus, most pure act. Only the active is or exists; the
passive is non-existent, is nothing, and can be the subject of
no predicate or relation. So virtually reasons St. Thomas in
refuting the Gentile doctrine of a materia prima or first
matter. Aristotle held that matter eternally exists, and that
all things consist of this eternally existing matter and form
given it by the equally eternally existing Mind or Intelli-
gence. St. Thomas modifies this doctrine, and teaches that
the reality of things, or the real thing itself, is in the form,
or idea as Plato says, and consequently is not a-form
impressed on a preéxisting matter, but a creation from
nothing; for matter without form, he maintains, is merely
in potentia ad formam, therefore passive, therefore mere
possibility, and therefore, prescinded from the creative act,
simply non-existent, a pure nullity, or nothing. Even Hegel
asserts a8 much when he makes das reine Seyn the equiva-
lent of das Nicht-Seyn. To give activity to the passive, to
give form to the possible, or to create from nothing, says one
and the same thing.

St. Thonas teac{‘l{les, as we have seen, that the mind in the
reception of the phantasms and species is passive, and there-
fore must hold, if consistent with himself, that prior to the
aftirmation of the object through them the mind does not
actually exist ; consequently that the affirmation or presenta-
tion of the object creates the mind, or the intellectual or
intelligent subject, which, again, proves that the relation of
subject and object is the relation of cause and effect. If
then we accept the doctrine of St. Thomas, otherwise undeni-
able, that the passive and the possible are identical, we must
deny—since the possible is non-existent, a pure abstraction,
and therefore, simply nothing—that there are or can be any
passive relations, and hold that in all relations, ideal or
empirical, the one term of the relation is the cause of the
other. This is why one term of the relation cannot be
known without intuition of the other, or why, as we say,
correlatives connote one another. .

Here, too, we may see yet more clearly than we have
already seen, the error of Sir William Hamnilton in asserting
that correlatives are reciprocal, and the still more glaring
error of Cousin in asserting the same thing of cause an
effect. Correlatives connote each other, it is true; but not



ANALYSIS OF THE RELATION. 65

as reciprocal, for in the intunition they are affirmed, and in
cognition connoted, the one as creating or producing the
otﬁer, and it would be absurd to assert that the effect creates
the cause, or that canse and effect produce reciprocally each
the other. Sir William Hamilton is misled by his failure to
compreliend that all relations are integrated in the relation
of being and existences, and are therefore relations of cause
and effect, or of the productive or creative power of being
producing existences. Ile, -as does Ilume, excludes the
notion or conception of power, and therefore not only the
creative act of being, but of all activity, and conceives all
relations as passive. They are all resolvable into relations
of coixistence and succession, or relations of space and time,
and therefore relations of the passive; for excluding ontol-
ﬂgy from the region of science, or the cogitable, Sir W,

amilton can assert no creative or productive power, and
recognize no relation of real cause and effect.

Neither Cousin nor Sir William Hamilton ever under-
stood that the object affirmed in thought, and without which
there is and cin be no thought, actnalizes, that is, places or
creates the snbject, and renders it thinking or cognitive sub-
ject. The object does not simply furnish the occasion or
necossary condition to the subject for the cxercise of a
power or faculty it already possesses, but creatcs the mind
itself, and gives it its faculty, as we have already proved in
proving that in ideal intuition the soul is passive, that is—
as St. Thomas implies in resolving the passive into the pos-
sible—non-existent, and therefore the subject of no relation
or predicate. The ideal or intuitive object must then be:
real and necessary being, for the contingent is not creative,
and hence the intnition of being, which Sir William Ilam-
Jilton denies, is not only necessary to the eliciting of this or
that particular thought, but to the very existence of the:
soul as intelligent subject, and therefore must be a persistent
fact, as will be more fully explained in the section on Exist-
ENCES. '

It follows from this that the relation of subject and objecet,
or rather of object and subject, in every thought is the rela--
tion, as we have said, of cause and eflect. It is the.third
term or copula in the ideal judgment, and is in every judg-
ment, whether ideal or empirical, that which makes it a
judgment or aftinnation. Being, Gioberti says, contains a
complete judginent in itself, for it is equivalent to being iz ;
but this is nothing to our present purpose. Being and exist-

VoL IL—§
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ences as subject and predicate constitute no judgment with-
out the copula that joins the predicate to the subject. As
the copula can proceed only from being, or the subject of
the predicate, as its act, the ideal judgment is necessarily
Ena creat existentias ; and, as the object creates or produces
the predicate, the .ju(igment in its three terms is Divine and
apo<{i(:t.ic, the necessary and apodictic ground of ever_r
liminan or empirical judgment, without intuition of which
the human mind ean neither judge nor exist.

It is not pretended of course that all judgments are ideal,
any more than it is that every cause is first cause. There
are second canses, and consequently second or secondary,
that 18, empirical judgments. The second. cause depends on
the first cause which is the cause of all causes ; so the empi-
rical judgment depends on the ideal or Divine judgment
which it copies or imitates, as the second cause always copies
or immitates in its own manner and degree the first cause.
There is no judgment—and every thoug?nt is a judgment—
without the ereative act of being creating the mind and fur-
nishing it the light by which it sees and knows ; yet, the
immediate relation in empirical judgments, that is, judg-
ments which the soul herself forins, though a relation of
cause and effect, is not the relation between being and exist-
ences, as we once thought, though perhaps erroneously, that
Gioberti maintained, and which were sheer pantheism, inas-
much as it would deny the existence of second causes, and
niake God the sole and universal actor.  The relation in the
idenl judgment is only eminently the cause in the empirical
judgment, in the sense in which being is the eminent cause
of all actions, in-that it is the cause ofpall causes.

The copula or relation in the ideal judgment is the creative
act of being, or subjcct creating the predicate, as we shall soon

rove, and uniting it to itself. This is truc of all relations.

"lic first term of the relation of subject and predicate, is the
cause of the second term, and by its own causative act unites
the predicate to itself as its subject. Second canses have, in
relation to the first cause, the relation of dependence, are
produced by it, are its.cffects orpredicates ; but in relation to
their own effects, they are eflicient canses, and represent
creative being.  We are existences and wholly dependent
on real and necessary being, for our existence and our pow-
ers are simply the effect of the divine creative act or activity;
but in relation to our own acts we are cause; we are the
subject, they are the predicat(, and our act producing them
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ie the copula. In this sense the second cause copies the first
cause, and the empirical judgment copies the ideal or, as we
have called it, the Divine judgment. .

We say this not by way of proof that the relation between
being and existence is the creative act of being, which fol-
lows necessarily from the reduction of the categories to being,
existences, and thgir relation, or subject, predicate, and
copula, for the copula can be nothing elsc than the creative
act of being ; but to prevent the mistake of supposing that
being is the agent that acts in our acts, and that our acts are
predicates of the Divine activity ; which is the mistake into
which the Duke of Argyll falls in his “ Reign of Law,” and
of all who impugn Free Will, and deny the reality of second
caunses. Ilaving done this, and having resolved the relation
of being aud existenceg, and all relations into the relation of
cause and effect, we may now proceed to consider the Fact
of Creation.

XI.—THE FACT OF CREATION.

The great Gentile apostasy from the Patriarchial religion
originated in the loss of the primitive tradition of the fact
of creation: that in the beginning God created the heavens
and the earth, and all things visible and invisible. No Gen-
tile philosophy, known to us, recognizes the fact of creation;
and the mother-error of all Gentilism is pantheism, and
pantheism is no vulgar error, originating with the ignorant
and unlettered many, but the error of the cultivated few,
philosophers and scientists, who, by their refinements and
subtile speculations on the relation of cause and effect, first
obscure 1n their own minds and then wholly obliterate from
them the fact of creation.

Dr. Dollinger, in his Heathenism before Christianity,
assumes that heathenism originated with the ignorant and
vulgar, not with the learned and scientific. DBut this view
cannot be accepted by any one who has watched the course
of philosophy and the sciences for the last three centuries.
Three centuries ago Christian theism was held universally
by all ranks and conditions of civilized society, and atheism
was regarded with horror, and hardly dared show its head ;
now, the most esteemed, the most distinguished philosophers
and scientists, like Einerson, Ilerbert Spencer, Professor
Huxley, Emile Littré, Clande Bernard, Veigt, Bachmann,
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Sir John Lubbock, and Professor Tyndall, to mention no
others, are decided pantheists, and undisgunised atheists.
They are riot merely tolerated, but are held to be the great
men and shining lights of the Pantheisin—atheism—
in our timnes originates with philosophers and scientists and
descends to the people, and, in the absence of all proof to
the contrary, it is fair to presume that it was the same in
ancient times. The corruption, alike of langnage and of
doctrine, is always the work of philosophers and of the
learned or the half-learned, never of the people.

The various heathen mythologies never originated, and
never could have originated, with the ignorant multitude, or
with savage and barbarous tribes. These mythologies are in
great part taken up with the gencration or genealogy of the
gods, and bear internal evidence that they had for their
starting point the ineffable mystery of the Blessed Trinity,
and have grown out of efforts by philosophers and theolo-
gians to symbolize the cternal generation of the Son, and the
{:rocession of the Holy Ghost, which they obscured and lost

their inappropriate symbols, figures, and allegories. They
all trcat the universe as generatea by the gods, and for cos-
mogony give us theogony.
neration is simp?y explication or development, and the
éenerated is of the same nature with the generator, as the
hurch maintains in defining the Son to be consubstantial
with the Father. Ilence the visible universe, as well as the
invisible forces of nature, as generated by the gods, was held
to be divine, both as a whole and in all its parts. Rivers
and brooks, hills and valleys, groves and fountaius, the occan
and the carth, mountains and plains, the winds and the
waves, storins and tempests, thunder and lightning, the sun,
moon, and stars; the clements, fire, air, water, and earth ;
the generative forces of nature, vegetable, animal, and
human, were all counted divine, and held to be proper
objects of worship. IIence the fearful and abominable
superstitions that oppressed and still oppress heathen nations
and tribes, the horrid, cruel, filthy, and obscene rites which
it were a shame even to name. These rites and superstitions
follow too logically from the assumed origin of all things
visible and invisible in generation or emanation, to lave
originated 'with the unlearned and vulgar, or not to have
been the work of philosophiers and theologers.

Dr. Déllinger holds that polytheism in polytheistic nations

and tribes precedes monotheisin, or the worship of one God,
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and denies that pantheism is the primal error of Gentilism.
He appears to hold that the nations that apostatized, after
the confusion of tongues at Bub:l, fell at once into the low-
est forms of African fetichism, and from that worked their
way up, step by step, to polished Greek and Rownan poly-
theism, and thence to Jewish and Christian monotheisin.
But this is contrary to the natural law of deterioration.
Men by supernatural grace may be clevated from the lowest
grade to the higlest at a single bound, but no man falls at
once from the highest virtue to the lowest depth of vice or
crime, or from the sublimest truth to the lowest and most
degrading form of error. African fetichism is the last stage,
not the first, of polytheism. The first error is always that
which lies nearest to the truth, and that demands the least
ap]mreut departure from orthodoxy, or men’s previous
beliefs. We know, historically, that the race began in the
patriarchal religion, in what we call Christian tﬁeism, and
pantheism is the error that lies nearest, and that which most
easily seduces the mind trained in Christian theism.
hat deceives Dr. Dollinger and others is that they attri-
bute the manifest superiority of Greek and Roman polythe-
ism over African fetichism to a gradual amelioration of the
nations that embraced it; but history presents us no such
amelioration. The Homerie religion departs less from the
triarchal religion than the polytheism of any later period
in the history of either pagan Greece or Rome. The super-
iority of Greek and Roman polytheism is due primarily to
the fact that it retained more of the primitive tradition, and
the apparent amelioration was due to the more general initi-
ation, as time went on, into the Eleusinian and.other myste-
ries, in which the earlier traditions were preserved, and, after
Alexander the Great, to more familiar acquaintance with the
tradition of the East, especially the Jews. The mysteries
were instituted after the great Gentile Apostasy, but from
all that is possible now to ascertain of them, they preserved,
not indeed the primitive traditions of the race, but the earliest
traditions of tEe nations that apostatized. Certain it is, if
the Unity of God was taught in them, as seems not improb-
able, we {mve no reason to suppose that they preserved: the
tradition of the one God the creator of the heavens and the
earth. Neither in the mysteries nor in the popular myth-
ologies, neither with the Greeks nor the Romans, the Syrians
nor Assyrians, neither with the Egyptians nor the Indians,
neither with the Persians nor the Chinese, neither with the
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Kelts nor the Teutons do we find any reminiscences of the
- creative act, or fact of creation from nothing.

The oldest of the Vedas speak of God as spirit, recognize
most of his essential attributes, and ascribe to Him apparently
moral qualities, but we find no recognition of him as Creator.
Socrates, as does Plato, dwells on the justice of the Divinity,
but neither recognizes God the Creator. Pére Gratry con-
tends indeed, in his Connaissance de Dieu, that Moses,
Plato, Aristotle, Confucius, St. Augustine, St. Thomas
Aquinas, Descartes, Malebranche, Leibnitz, Bossuet, Fénelon,
in fact all philosophers of the first rank of all ages and
nations, agree in asserting substantially one and the same
theodiceea. Yet Plato asserts no God the Creator, at best,
only an intelligent artificer or architect, doing the best he
can with preéxisting material. His theology is well summed
up by Virgil in his Aneid :

Spiritus intus alit, totamque infusa per artus,
Mens agitat moiem, et magno se corpore miscet.

Artistotle asserts God as the anima mundz, or soul of the
world, followed by Spinoza in his Natura Naturans, and
which Pope versities in his shallow Zssay on Man.

All are but parts of one stupendous whole,

‘Whose body nature is, and God the soul;

That, changed through all, and yet in all the same,
Great in the earth as in the ethereal frame;

Warms in the sun, refreshes in the breeze,

Glows in the stars, and blossoms in the trees;
Lives through all life, extends through all exten.,
Spreads undivided, operates unspent, &c.

Here is no creative God ; there is only the anima munds
of the Brahmins, and of the best of the pagan philosophers.

Even some Christian philosophers, while they hold the fact
of creation certain from revelation, deny its probability by
reason. St. Paul says “by faith we understand the world
was framed by word of God,” but St. Thomas, if we are
not mistaken, teaches that the same truth may be at once
a matter of revelation or faith and a truth cognizable by
natural reason and matter of science, and certain it is that
our greatest theologians undertake to prove the fact of
creation from reason or reasoning, or from data supplied by
the natural light of the soul, for they all attempt a rational
refutation oi pantheism. :
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The analysis of the ideal element of the object in thought,
we have seen, shows that it is resolvable into being, exist-
ences, and their relation, and the analysis of the relation,
real only in the related, brings us, so to speak, face to face
with the Divine creative act. Real and necessary being can
exist without creating, for it is, as say the theologians,
actus purissimus, therefore in itself ens perfectissimum,
and is not obliged to go out of itself, in order either to be or
to perfect or complete itself, in which respect it is the con-
trary of the reine Seyn of legel. It is in itself infinite
Fulness, Pleroma, Plenum, while the reine Seyn is the
Byssos of the old Gnostics, or the Void of the Buddhists,
and even Hegel makes it not being, but a Becoming—dus
Werden. The being given in ideal intuition is real and
necessary being, self-existent, self-sufficing,. completo in
itself, wanting nothing, and incapable of receiving any thing
in addition to what it is, and is eternally. '

Hence the ontologist, starting with being as his prin-
cipiun, can never arrive at existences, for being can be
under no extrinsic or intrinsic necessity of creating. Bat,
may not the psychologist conclude being from the intunition
of cxistences? Not at all, because existences, not existing
in and of themselves, are neither cognizable nor conceivable
without the intuition of being. Yet, though being is suffi-
cient in all respects for itself, it is cognizable Ly us only
mediante its own act creating us and affirming itself as the
first term or being in the ideal clement of the object in
thought, and therefore only in its relation to the second
term, or existences. This relation under which both being
and existences, the necessary and the contingent, are given,
is the creative act of being, as we have seen, and therefore,
as that mediante which both being and existences are given,
is necessarily itself given in ideal intuition. It is as neces-
sarily given in the object in every thought as either being
or existences, the necessary or the contingent, and therefore
is objectively as certain as either of the other two terms
without which no thought is possible, and is in fact more
immediately given, since it is only mediante the relation or
creative act of being that either being or existences themn-
selves are given, or are objectively intnitive.

But not therefore, because being is cognizable only in its
relation to existences, does it follow that being itself is rela-
tion, or that all our cognitions are rclative, or, as Gioberti
maintains, that all truth is relative; nay, that the essence
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of God, as implied in the mystery of the IToly Trinity, is in
relation, in the relation of the three Persons of the God-
head. The relation is given in ideal intuition as the act of
real and necessary being. The relation then is extrinsic,
not intrinsic, and since being is real, necessary, independent,
self-existing, and self-sufficing, the creative act must be not
a necessary, but a free, voluntary act on the part of beinf.
The relation, then, is not intrinsic, but freely and voluntarily
assumed.

Being is given in ideal intuition mediante its creative act,
then as creator or ens creans. But as nothing extrinsic or
intrinsic can oblige being, which is iudepengent and self-
sufticing, to crcate or to act ad extra, it must be a free crea-
tor, free to create or not create, as it chooses. Then bein
must possess free-will and intelligence, for without intelli-
gence there can be no will, and without will no choice, no

rec action. DBeing then must be in its nature rational, and
then it must be personal, for personality is the last comple-
ment of rational nature, that is, it must be a suppositum
that possesses, by its nature, intelligence and free—wi[)l. Then
being, real and necessary, being in its plenitude, being in
itsel%, is—God, and creator of the heavens and the earth,and
all things visible and invisible.

But, it is objected, this assumes that we have immediate
intuition of being, and therefore of God, which is a propo-
sition improbated by the Holy See. Not to our knowledge.
The Holy See has improbated, if you will, the proposition
that the intellect has immediate cognition, that is, percep-
tion or empirical intuition of God ; but not, so far as we are
informed, the proposition that we have, mediante its creative
act, intuition o¥ real and necessary being in the ideal element
of the object in thought. The Holy See has defined-against
the Traditionalists, that ‘“the existence of God can be
proved with certainty by reasoning.” DBut will the objector
tell us how we can prove the existence of God by any
argument from premises that contain no intuition of the
necessary, and therefore, since the neccssary, save as con-
creted in being, is a nullity, of real and necessary bein§3
We may have been mistaught, but our logic-master tanght
us that nothing can be in the conclusion, not contained, in

rinciple at least, in the premises. If we had not ideal intu-
1tion of real and necessary being, there is no possible demon-
stration of the existence of God. St. Thomas finds the prin-
ciple of his demonstration of the existence of God, precisely
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as we have done, in the relation of canse and effcet, or as we
say, in the relation of being and existences ; but whence does
the mind come into possession of that relation, or of the
ideas expressed by the terms cause and effect# St. Thomas
does not tell us; he simnply takes it for granted that we have
them. What have we done but prove, which he does not
‘do, by analyzing, first, thought, then the object, then the
ideal, and finally the relation, that we have them, and at the
same time prove that being is a frce, not a necessary cause,
and thus escape pantheism, which we should not do, if we
made cause as ultimate as being, Zns creans, not simply ens
en se¢, that is: ZEns acting is the cause, and existences or
creatures are the effect.

The ideal, as we have found it, does not differ, we con-
cede, from the ideal formula of Gioberti, Ens creat exist-
enlias, or Being creates existences. This has been objeeted
to as pantheistic. Nay, an eminent Jesuit Iather charged
us with atheism because we defended it and we answered
him that to deny it would be atheism. Even distinguished
professors of philosophy and learned and excellent men not
unfrequently fall into a sort of routine, let their minds be
cast in certain moulds, and fail to recognize their own
thoughts when expressed in unfamiliar terms. We have no
call to defend Gioberti, who, for aught we know, may have
understood the ideal formula in a pantheistic sense, but we do
not believe he did, and we know that we do not. Gioberti
asserts the formula, but declares it incapable of demonstra-
tion; we think we have clearly shown, by the secveral
analyses into which we have entered, that each term of the
fornula is given intuitively in the ideal element of the
object, and 18 as certain and as  undeniable as the fact of
thouglht or our own existence, and no demonstration in any
case whatever can go further. As we have found and pre-
gented the formula it is only the first verse of Genesis, or
the first article of the Creed. We sce not, then, how it can
be charged either with atheism or pantheism.

Perhaps the suspicion arises from the use of the present
tense, creat, or “is creating,” as if it was intended to
assert being as the immanent cause—the causa essentialis,
not as the causa ¢fficiens, of existences; but this is not the
case with us, nor do we believe it was with Gioberti, for ho
seems to us to take unwearied pains to prove the contrary.
‘We use the present tense of the verb to indicate that the cre-
ative act that calls existences from nothing is a permancnt
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or continuous act, that it is identically one and the same act
that creates and that sustains existences, or that the act of
creation and of conservation are identical, as we shall explain
in the next section.

The formula is infinitely removed from pantheism,
because, though given in intuition mediante the creative
act of being, being itself is given as real and necessary, inde-
pendent and self-sufficing, and therefore under no extrinsic
or intrinsic necessity of creating. The creative act is, as we
have scen, a free act, and it is distinguished, on the one
hand, from being as the act from the actor, and on the other,
from existences as the effect from the cause. There is here
no place for pantheism, less indeed than in the principle of
cause and effect which St. Thomas adopts as the principle of
his demonstration of the existence of (l}od. The relation of
cause and effect is necessary, and if cause is placed in the
category of being, creation is necessary, which is pantheism.
Yet St. Thomas, the greatest of the Schoolmen, was no pan-
theist. We have avoided the possibility of mistake by plac-
ing the causative power in the category of being, but the
exercise of the power in the category of relation, at once
distinguishing and connecting being and existences.

The objector forgets, moreover, that while we have by
our analysis of thought established the reality of the object,
or its existence a parte rei, and asscrted the objectivity
and therefore the reality of the ideal, we have nowhere
found or asserted the ideal alone as the object in thought.
‘We have found and asserted it only as the ideal clement
of the object, which must in principle precede the empirical
element, but it is never given separately from it, and it
takes both the ideal and 510 empirical in their relation to
constitute the object in any actual thought. The ideal and
the empirical elements of the comnplex object are distin-
guished by the entellectus agens, or reflection, in which the
soul acts, never by intuition, ideal or empirical, in either of
which the action originates with the object. Most men
never do distinguish them during their whole lives ; even
the mass of phﬁosophers do not distinguish them, or distin-

uish between intuition and reflection. The peripatetics,
in fact, begin with the reflective activity, and hardF touch
upon the question of intuition, save in what they have to
say of phantasms and species. Their principles they take
from reflection, not from the analysis of thought or its
object. We do not dissent from their principles or their
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method, but we do not regard their principles as ultimate,
and we think the field of intuition, back of reflection, needs
a culture which it does not receive from them, not even
fromn St. Thomas, still less from those routinists who profess
to follow him. We do not dissent from the Thomist philos-
ophy; we accept it fully and frankly, but not as ‘in all
respects complete. There are, in our judgment, questions
that lie back of the starting-point of that philosophy, which,
in order to meet the subtilties and refinements of modern
pantheists or atheists, the philosopher of to-day must raise
and discuss.

These questions relate to what in principle precedes the
reflective action of the soul, and are solved by the distinc-
tion between intuition and reflection, and between ideal
intuition and ewmpirical intuition or perception, that is, cog-
nition. What we explain by ideal intuition, the ancients
called the dictates of reason, the dictates of nature, and
assumed them to be principles inserted in the very constitu-
tion of the human mind ; Descartes called them innate
ideas; Reid regarded them as constituent principles of
man’s intellectual and moral nature ; Kant, as the laws or
forms of the human understanding. All these make them
more or less snbjective, and overlook their objectivity, and
consequently, cast doubts on the reality of our knowledge.
“It may be real to us, but how prove that it is not ve
unreal to other minds constitnte«F differently from ours?’
We have endeavored to show that these are’ the ideal ele-
ments of the fact of experience, and are given in objective
or ideal intuition, which is the assertion to the mind by its
own action of real and necessary being itself, and therefore
our knowledge, as far as it goes, is universally true and apo-
dictic, not true to our minds only.

The objection commonly raised to the ideal formula, Ens
creal exislentias, is, not that it is not true, but that it is not
the principle from which philosophy starts, but the end at
which philosophy arrives. This, in one sense, if we speak
of the reflective order, is true, and the philosophy most in
vogue does not reach it even as its end at all. g’et by using
reflection we shall find that it is given in the object of every
thought, as we have shown, the first as well as the last. Ideal
intuition is a real affirmation to the mind by the act of the
ideal itself, but it is not perception or distinet cognition,
because, as we have said, it is not given sepamtely, but only
as the ideal or @ prior: element otg the object, and is never
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intuitively distinguished or distingunishable from it. This
" is, we think, a sufficient answer to the objection, which is
founded on a misapprehension of what is really meant by
the assertion that the ideal formula is the principle of
science and intuitively given. It is so given, but it is only
by reflection that the mind distinguishes it, and is aware of
Ppossessing it.

XI1.—EXISTENCES.

Having found the first term of the ideal formmla to be
real and necessary being, and that real and necessary being
is God the creator of all things distinguishable from him-
self, we may henceforth drop the term being or Exs and nse
that of Deus or God, and proceed to consider the second
term, EXISTENCES or creatures. God and creatures include
all that is orexists. What is not creature and yet is, is God ;
what is not God and yet exists, is creature, the product of
theactof God. 'What is neither God nor creature is nothing.
There is nothing and can be nothing that is not either the
one or the other. Abstractions, prescinded from their con-
cretes, and possibilities prescinded from the power or ability
of the real, we cannot too often repeat, are nullities, and no
object of intuition, either ideal or empirical. This excludes
the ens in genere, or being in general, of Rosmini, and the
reine Seyn of Hegel, which is also an abstraction, or merely
possible being. An abstract or possible being has no power
or tendency, as Hegel pretends, to become by self-evolution
either a concrete or actual being. Evolution of nothing

ives nothing. Hence whatever truth there may be in
the details of the respective philosophies of Rosmini and
Hegel, they are in their principles unreal and worthless,
proceeding on the assumption that nothing can make itself
something. Existences are distinguishable from being and
are nothing without the creative act of God. Only that act
stands between them and absolute nullity. God then does
not form them from a preéxisting matter, but creates them
from nothing. Ile does not e'voi:{ve them from himself, for
then they would be the Divine Being itself, and indistin-

uishable from it, contrary to what has already been estab-
ﬁshed, namely, that they are distinguished from God as well
as juined to him mediante his creative act. God is not a
necessary but a free creator; creatures are not then evolved
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from his own being, but himself, a free creator, is nccessarily
distinet from and independent of them; and as without
creation there is nothing but himself, it follows necessarily
that he must, if he creates existences at all, create them fromn
nothing, by the word of his power, as Christian theology
teaches.

But the fact that they are creatures and distinet from the
Creator proves, also, that they are substances, or substantial
existences, and therefore, as philosophers say, second canses.
If creatures had no substantial cxistence, they would be
mere phenomena or appearances of the divine being or sub-
stance, and therefore could not be really distingnishable
from God himself; which would be a virtual denial of the
creative act and the reality of existences, and therefore of
God himself ; for it has Leen shown that there is no intu-
ition of being save mediante the creative act of being, or
without the intuition of existences, that is, of both terins of
the relation. It would deny, what has been amply proved,
that the object of intuition, whether ideal or empirical, is
and must be real, because it docs and must present or aflirin
itself, which, if unreal or mere appearance, it could not do,
since the unreal has no activity and can be no object of
thought, as the Cosmists themselves concede, for they hold
the plienomena without the substance that appears in them
are unthinkable. Moreover, the object in intuition presents
or aflirmns itself as it is, and existences all present or affirm
themselves as real, as things, as substances, as second causes,
and really distingnishable from Dr. Newman's ¢ Notional ”
propositions, which propose nothing, and in which nothing
real is noted.

It is here where Cousin and the pantheists, who do not
expressly deny creation, commit their fatal inistake. Spinoza,
Cousin, and others assert one only substance, which they
call God, and which the Cosmists call Nature. llence the
creative act, if recognized at all, produces only phenomena,
not substantial existences, and what they call creation is
only the manifestation or arparition of the one only sub-
stance. It is possible that this error cones fromn the defini-
tion of substance adopted by Descartes, and by Spinoza
after him, namely, that which exists or can be conceived in
itsclf, without another. This dcfinition was intended by
the Schoolinen, and possibly -by Descartes also, as simply to
mark the distinction between substance and mode, attribute,
or accident; but, taken rigidly as it is by Spinoza, it war-
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rants his doctrine, that God is the one only substance, as he
is the one only being, for he alone exists ¢n s¢. The uni-
verse and all it contains are therefore only modes or attri-
butes of God, the only substance. The error, also, may
have arisen in part from using being and substance as per-
fectly synonymous terms. Ens is substantia, but every
substantia is not ens. Substance is any thing that can sup-

rt accidents or produce efiects; £ns is that which is, and’
1n strictness is applicable to God alone, who gives his name
to Moses as I anm; I Am AT AM,—SUM QUI SUM. There
may be, mediante the creative act of God, many substances
or existences, but there is and can be only one being, God.
All existences have their being, not in themselves, but in
God mediante the creative act, according to what St. Paul
says, “in him we live,and move, and are,” <n 2pso vivimus, et
movemur, et sumus. Acts xvii, 28,

Existences are substantial, that is, active or causative in
their own sphere or degree. The definition of substance by
Leibnitz—though we think we have found it in some of the
mediseval Doctors, as vis activa, corresponding to the Ger-
man kraft and the English and French force, is a proper
definition so far, whatever may be thought of what he adds,
that it always involves effort or endeavor. In this scnse
existences must be substances or else they could not be given
intuitively, as in our analysis of the object we have seen they
are, for 1n intuition the object is active and presents or
aftirms itself. Strictly speaking, as we have seen in the
analysis of relation, nothing that éxists is or can be ive,
for passivity is simply in potentia ad actum; whatever
existe at all exists 7n actu and so far is necessarily vis activa.
Existences in their principle are given intuitively, and their
principle cannot be substantial and they unsubstantial. But
1t is necessary here to distinguish ‘between the sudstans and
the substantia, between that which stands under and upholds
or supports existences or created substances, and the exist-
ences themselves. The substans is the creative act of God,
and the substantia or existence is that which it stands under
and upholds. This enables us to correct the error of the
deists, who regard the cosmos, though created in the first
instance and set a-going, now that it is created and constituted
with its laws and forces as able to go of itself without any
supercosinic support, propulsion, or direction, as a clock or
watch, when once wound up and set a-going, goes of itself
—till it runs down. It has now no need of God, it is suffi-
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cient for itself, and God has nothing to do with it, but, if he
chooses, to contemplate its operation from his supramundane
height. But this old deistical race, now nearly extinct,
except with our scientists, forgot that the watch or clock
does not run by its own inherent force, and that it is pro-

lled by a force in accordance with which it is constructed
indeed, but which is exterior to it and independent of it.
The cosmos,snot having its being in itself and existing only
. mediante the creative act of being, can subsist and operate

"only by virtue of that act. It is only that act that draws
‘it from nothing and that stands between all existences or
creatures and nothing. Let that act cease and we should
instantly sink into the nothingness we were before we were
created. This proves that the act of creation and that of con-
servation are one and the same act, and hence it is that intui-
tion of existences is, ¢pso facto, intuition of the creative act,
without which they are nothing, and of which they are only
the external terminus or product. This explains the dis-
tinction between substans and substantia, and shows why
the substans is and must be the creative act of God. Sub-
stances rest or depend on the creative act for their ve
existence ; it is their foundation, and they must fall throng
without it, though they stand under and support their own
effects or productions as second causes.

The creative act, it follows, is a permanent nota transient
act, and God is, so to speak, a continuous creator, and -
creation is a fact not merely in the past but in the present,
constantly going on before ourcyes. We would call God the
immanent, not the transitory cause of creation, as the deist
supposes, were it not that theologians have app:opriated the
terin immanent cause in their explanation of the relation of
the Father to the Son and of both Father and Son to the
Holy Ghost in the ever-blessed Trinity, and if it had not
been abused by Spinoza and others. Spinoza says God is
the immanent not the transitory cause of the universe; but
he meant by this that God is iinmanent in the universe as the
essence or substance is the cause of the mode or attribute,
that is, the causa essentialis, not causa efficiens, which is
really to deny that God creates substantial existences, and to
imply that he is the subject acting or cansing in phenomena.
God is immanent cause only in the sense that he is nanent
mediante his creative act in the effect or existences produced
from nothing by the omnipotent energy of his word, creat-
ing and sustaining them as second causes or the subject of
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their own acts, not as the snbject acting in them. Itiswhat
theologians call the “efficacious presence” of God in all his
works. Ile is the eminent cause of the acts of all his
creatures, inasmuch as he is the cause of their causality,
causa causarum ; a8 we cxplained in our analysis of Rela-
tion, but he is not the subject that acts in their acts. This
shows the nearness of God to all the works of lis hands,
and their absolute dependence on him for all they are, all
they can be, all they can do. all they have or can have. It
shows simply that they are nothing, and therefore can know
nothing, but by his creative act. The grossest and most

alpable of all sophisms is that which makes man and nature
god, or God identically man and nature. Either error
originates in the failure to recognize theact of creation and
the relation of existences to being as given in the ideal
intuition. :

The cosmists make God the substance or reality of the
Cosinos, and deny that he is supercosmic; but their exror
is manifest now that we have shown that God is the Creator
of the cosmnos, and all things visible and invisible. The
cosmic phenomena are not phenomena of the Divine
Being, but are phenomena or manifestations of created
nature, and of God only mediante his creative act. The
cosinos, with its constitution and laws or nature, is his crea-
ture; produced from nothing and sustained by his creative
act, without which it is still nothing. God then, as the ercator
of natnre, is independent of nature, and necessarily super-
natural, supercosmic, or supramundane. as the theologians
teach, and as all the world, save a few philosophers, scien-
tists, and their dupes, believe and always have believed.

God being supernatural, and the creative act by which he
creates and sustains nature being a free act on his part, the
theory of the rationalists and naturalists that holds himn
bound, hedged in, by what they call the laws of nature, is
manifestly falsc and absurd. These laws do not bind the
Creator, becanse he is their author. The age talks much of
freedon, and is universally agitating for liberty of all sorts,
Lut there is one liberty, without which no liberty is possible,
it forgets—the liberty of God. To deny it, is to (reny his
existence. God is not the Fate, or inexorable Destiny, of
the pagan classics, especially of the Greek dramatists.
Above nature, independent of it, subject to no extrinsic or
intrinsic necessity, except that of being, and of being what
he is, God is free to do any thing but contradict, that is,
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annihilate himself, which is the real significance of the Scho-
lastic “ principle of contradiction.” He cannot be and not
be ; he cannot choose to be or not to be what he is, for he is
real and necessary being, and being in its plenitude. Ie
can do nothing that contradicts his own being or attributes,
for they are all necessary and eternal, and hence St. Paul
says, “1t is impossible for God to lie.” That would be to
aet contrary to his natnre, and the Divine nature and the
Divine Being are identical, and indistinguishable 7n re. It
would be to contradict his very being, his own eternal,
immutable, and indestructible essence, and what is called the
nature of things.

Saving this, God is free to do whatever he will, for extrin-
sic to him and his ac¢t nothing is possible or impossible;
since extrinsic to him there is simply nothing. His liberty
is as universal and as indestructible as his own necessary and
eternal being. He is free to create or not as he chooses, and
a8 in his own wisdom he chooses. The creative act is there-
fore a free act, and as nature itself, with all its laws, is only
that act considered in its effects, it is absurd to suppose that
nature or its laws, which it founds and upholds, can bind him,
restrict him, orinany way interfere with his absolute frecdom.
God cannot act contrary to his own most perfect nature or
being, but nothing except his own perfection can determine
his actions or his providence. Following out the ideal judg-
ment, or considering the principles intuitively given, they
are alike the principﬁas of the natural and of the supernatu-
ral. They assert the supernatural in asserting God as crea-
tor; they assert his providence by asserting that creation
and conservation are only one and the same act, and the free
act, or-the act of the free, uncontrolled, and unnecessitated
will of God. Hence also it follows that God is free, if he
chooses, to makes us a supernatural revelation of his will,
and to intervene supernaturally or by miracles in human or
cosmic affairs. Miracles are in the same order with the fact
of creation itself, and if facts, are as provable as any other
facts.

XIII.—GOD AS FINAL OAUSE.

We have in the foregoing sections proved with all the
certainty we have that we think or exist, the existence of
God as real and necessary being, and as the free, intelligent,

Vor. IL—8 )
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voluntary, and therefore personal Creator and Upholder of
the universe and all things therein visible and invisible, in
accordance with the teachings of Christian theism, and the
primitive and universal tradition of the race, especially of
the more enlightened and progressive portion of the race.
This would seem to suffice to complete our task, and to
redeem our promiss to refute Atheism and to prove Theism. .

But we have only proved the existence of God as First
Cause, and that all existences proceed fromn him by way of
creation, in opposition to generation, emanation, evolntion,
or formation. We have established indeed, that the physi-
cal laws of the universe, the natural laws treated by our
scientists, are from God, created by him, and subject to his
will, or existing and operative only through his free creative
act. DBut this, if we go no further, is only a speculative
trath, and has no bearing on practical life. Stopping there,
we might well say, with Jefferson, “ What does it matter to
m?2, whether my neighbor believes in one God, or twenty ?
It neither breaks my leg, nor picks my pocket.” God as
first cause is the physical Governor, not the moral Governor
of the universe, a physical, not a moral Providence, and his
laws execute themselves without the concurrence of the
will of his creatures, as the lightning that rends the
oak, the winds and waves that scatter and sink our richly
freighted argosies, the fire that devastates our cities, respira-
tion by the lungs, the circulation of the blood by the heart, the
secretion of bile by the liver or of the gastric juice by the
stomach, the growth of plants and animals, indeed all the
facts or groups of facts called natural laws, studied, described, -
and classified by our scientists, and knowledge of which
fasses in our day for science, and even for philosophy. The
snowledge of these facts, or groups of facts, may throw light
on the laws and conditions of physical life, but it introduces
us to no moral order, and throws no light on the laws and
conditions of spiritual life, or the end for which we are cre-
ated and exist.

The man who believes only in God as first canse differs
not, practically, from the man who believes in no God at
all: and it is, no doubt, owing to the fact that the age stops
with GGod as first cause, that it is so tolerant of atheism, and
that we find people who profess to believe in Christianit
who yet maintain that atheism is not at all incompatible wit
morality—people who hold in high moral esteem men who,
like Ralph Waldo Ewerson, Herbert Spencer, Professors
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Huxley and Tyadall, recognize no distinction between phys-
ical laws and the moral law, and assert the identity of the
law of gravitation and of purity of heart. Hence the Tran-
scendentalist rule of life: “Obey thyself,” “Act out thy-
self,” “Follow thy instincts;” and hence also the confusion
of physical or sentimental love with supernatural charity,
the worship of the beautiful with the worship of God, and
of art with religion, so characteristic of modern literature
and specnlative thought. Indeed, the first step in the
downward progress towards atheisn, is the denial or non-
rece)&nition of the theological order.

e have proved that God is being, being in its plenitude,
being itself, and being in itself ; therefore that he necessarily
includes in himself, in their unity and actuality, all perfec-
tion, truth, power, intelligence, wisdom, goodness, freedom,
will, &e. e do not hold, with Cousin and Plato, that the
beautiful is an absolute and universal idea, since the beauti-
ful exists only for creatures endowed with sensibility and
imagination, and therefore is not and cannot be absolute
being or a necessary perfection of being; yet we do hold,
with the Schoolmen, that ens, verum, and bonum are abso-
lute and identical. Hence St. Augustine teaches that exist-
ence itself, since it participates of being, is a good, and

_consequently even the eternally lost are gainers by their
existence, though Ly their own fault they have made ita

source of everlasting pain. To be is always better than not

to be.
That God is the final cause of creation follows necessaril

from the fact that he is its free, voluntary first canse. If
God were, as Cousin maintaink, a necessary creator, he could
act only ad finem, not propter finem, and therefore could not
be asserted as the ﬁnalpcause of creation; but being a free
creator not compelled by any extrinsic or intrinsic necessity,
as he cannot be, since he is being in its plenitude, ens per-
Jectissimum, he can create onl{ for some end, and conse-
quently only for himself, for besides himself there is and
can be no end for which he can create. He is therefore the
final cause of creation, as well as its first cause. Hence St. Paul
tells us that “for him, and in him, and to him are all things.”
The conclusion is strengthened by considering that God,
being all-powerful and essentially wise and good, it would
contradict his own being and attributes to create without
any end, or for any but a good purpose or end, and he alone

\
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is good, for the very reason that he alone is being, and his
creatures are being and good only by participation.

No doubt it may be said that God creates for the good of
creatures, but he is the good as he is the being of creatures,
and he can give them good only by giving them himself, for -
besides himself there is no good for them, since beside him
there is no good at all. The end or final cause of a creature
is its good, and when we say God is the final cause or end
of a particular existence, we say he is that which it must
seek and possess in order to attain to and possess its supreme

ood or beatitude. When we say God creates all things for

imself, we simply mean that he creates all things for the
manifestation of his own glory in the life and beatitude of
his creaturcs. The end or final cause of an existence is in
obtainin% the complement or perfection of its being. It is
not simply beatitude, but beatitude in God that is the end.
Creation flows out frown the infinite fulness of the Divine
Love, which would diffuse itself in the creation and beati-
tude of existences, and God cannot beatify them otherwise
than through their participation of his own beatitude.
God, then, 1s the ultimate and the final cause of creation.

But why could not God create existences for progress, or
for progress through infinity? That would be a contradic-
tion in terms. Progress is motion towards an end, and where
there is no end there is and can be no progress. Progress
is advancing from the imperfect to the per{éct, and if there
is no perfect, there can be no advance towards it; if there
is progress, it must finally come to an end. The doctrine
of Infinite or indefinite progressiveness of wan, so popular
in this nineteenth century, is based on the denial alike of
creation and the final cause of man and the cosmos. It
supposes development instead of creation, and admits only
the physical laws of nature, which operate as blind and fatal
forces, like what is called instinct in man and anitnals.
Hence we have a class of scientists who seek to elevate man
})f improving, throngh wise and skilful culture, the breed.

ow do these men who deny God as final cause, and hold
the theory of development or evolution, account for the
existence of moral ideas or the universal belief in a moral
law? This belief and these ideas cannot be obtained either
by observation or by induction from the study of the phys-
ical laws of nature ; and if we hold them to be given intui-
tively, we assert their reality, aftirn that there is a moral
order, and then, a final cause of creation.
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'We maintain that the soul really has intuition of God as
final cause in a .sense analogous to that in which we have
seen it has intuition of being as first cause. St. Tho
while he denies that God is per se¢ notus, concedes* that we
have intuition of him, as we have explained intuition, or a
confused cognition of him as the beatitude of man. The
soul, he says, naturally desires beatitude, and what it natu-
rally desires, it naturally apprehends, though it be confusedly.
In our language, the soul desires beatitude; but ‘it cannot
desire what it has no intuition of, or what is in no scnse
presented or affirmed to it, and since God is himself this beati-
tude, the soul must have some intuition of God as its good
or final cause. It is true, St. Thomas says, the soul does not
know explicitly that it is God that presents or affirms him-
self as the beatitude it desires: It does not know that it is
God any more than it does when it sees a man coming with-
out being able to distinguish whether it is Peter or some
other man that is coming; yet it is as really intnition of
God as final cause, as the intuition of the idea is intuition
of God as real and necessary being, or as first cause. In
neither case is there a distinet or explicit cognition that what
is presented is God, and it comes to know that it is so only
by reflection. .

Certainly every soul desires happiness, supreme beatitude ;
and desire is more than a simple want. Desire is an affec-
tion of the will, a reaching forth of the soul towards the
object desired. What a man desires he, in some degree at
least, wills; but will is not a faculty that can in any degree
act without light or intelligence. The soul can will only
what is presented to it as good ; it cannot will evil for the
reason that it is evil, though it may will the lesser good
instead of the greater, and a present good instead of a dis-
tant or future good; for it has the freedom of choice. Yet
it is certain that the soul finds its complete satisfaction in no
nataral or created good. It craves an unbounded good, and
will be satisfied with nothing finite. Why, but because it
has an ever-present intuition that it was made for an infinite
good? Why, but hecause God the infinite everywhere and
at every instant presents or affirms himself to the soul as
that alone which can fill it, or constitute its beatitude? The
fact that every limited ‘or created good is insufficient to
satisfy the soul has been noted and dwelt on by philosophers,

* Sum. Theol. P. I. quest. 2, a. 1, ad 1um.
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es, prophets, and preachers in all s of the world,
saz:lgd it I;s Ehe theme (?f the poet’s wail?g:;ld the source -of
nearly all of life’s tragedies. Yet it is inexplicable on any
possible hypothesis except that of supposing the soul was
made for God, and has an intuitive intimation of the secret
of its destiny.

Assuming, then, the intuition of God as final cause in the
desire of beatitude, the assertion of it rests on the same
anthority that does the assertion of the ideal as being, or
being as God, and therefore, as our several analyses have

roved, it is as certain as either the subject or object in the
fact of thought, or as the fact that we think or exist. In
fact, as we have already seen, it is included in the creative
act of being as a free, voluntary act. Being cannot act
freely without will, and no oue can will without willing an
end; and no good being without willing a good end. No
really good end is possible but God himself ; we may, there-
fore, safely and certainly conclude God is our last cause as
well as our first cause, at once the beginning and end, the
Alpha and the Omega of all existences, the original and end
of all things. :

We are now able to assert for man a moral law and to give
its reason in distinction from the natural or physical laws of
the scientists. The physical laws are established by God as
first cause, and are tﬁe laws or created forces operative in
existences in their procession, by way of creation, from God,
as first cause; the moral law is established by God as final
cause, and prescribes the conditions on which rational exist-
ences can return to God, without being absorbed in him, and
fulfil their destiny, or attain to perfect beatitude. This com-
pletes the demonstration of Christian Theism.

If God be the first and last cause of existences, they must
have, so to speak, two movements, the one by way of crea-
tion from God as their first cause, the other under the moral
law, of return to him as their end, beatitude, or the perfec-
tion of their nature, and the perfect satisfaction of its
wants. These two movements found two orders, which we
may designate the initial and the teleological. The error of
the rationalists, whether in morals or religion, is not wholly
in the denial of supernatural revelation and grace, but in
denying or disregarding the teleological order, and in endeav-
oring to find a basis for religion and morality in the initial
orp 1ysical order, or, as Gioberti calls it, the order of gene-
gis. Thus Dr. Potter, Anglican Bishop of Pennsylvania
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lately deceased, in his work on the philosophy of religion,
asserts that religion is a law of human nature, that is, if it
means any thing, the law of his physical nature and secreted
as the liver secretes bile. In like manner the ancient and
modern Transcendentalists, Gnostics, or Pneumatici, who
make religion and morality consist in acting out one’s self, or
one’s instincts, place religion and morality in the initial
order, and in the same category with any of the physical

laws or forces of the cosmos. The modern doctrine of the -

* correlation of forces, which denies all distinction of physical
force and moral power—a fatal error—originated in the
assumption of the initial order as the only real order. The
creative act is not completed in the initial order, or order of
natural generation, and does not end with it. Man is not
completed by being born, and existences, to be fulfilled or
perfected, must return to God as their final cause, in whom
- alone they can find their perfection as they find their origin
in him as their first cause. The irrational existences, since
they exist for the rational, and are not subject to a moral
law, can return only in the rational. As the teleological
order, as well as the initial, is founded by the creative act of
God, it is equally real, and the science that denies or over-
looks it, is only inchoate or initial, as in fact isall that passes
under the name of science in this age of boasted scientific
light and progress. -

We may remark here that though we can prove by
reason that God is our final cause, our beatitude, because the
Supreme Beatitude, it by no means follows that the soul can
attain to him and accomplish its destiny by its natural pow-
_ers, without being born again, or without the assistance of
supernatural revelation and grace. Our reason, properly exer-
cised, suffices, as we have just seen, to prove the reality of
the two orders, the initial and the teleological, but as God,
either as First cause or as Final cause, is supercosmic or
supernatural, it would seem that nature must be as unable to
attain of itself to God as its end, or to perfect itself, as it
is to originate or sustain itself, without the creative act.
They who, while professing to believe in God as creator,
yet deny the supernatural order, forget that God is super-
natural, and that the creative act that founds nature with
all its laws and forces, is purely supernatural. The super-
natural then exists, foundg nature herself, sustains it, and
is absolutely independent of it, is at once its origin and end.

The supernatural is God and what he does directly and
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immediately by himself ; the natural is what he does medi-
ately through created agencies, or the operation of natural
laws or second causes created by him. The creation of man
and the universe is supernatural, and so, as we have seen, is
" their conservation, which is their continuous creation; the
growth of plants and animals, all the facts in the order of

enesis, are natural, for though the order itself originates in
ﬁxe supernatural, the facts of the order itself are effected by
virtue of natural laws, or as is said, by natural causes. Yet

as God is not bound or hedged in by his laws, and as he is - -

absolutely free and independent, there is no reason a priors,
why he may not, if he chooses, intervene supernaturally as
well as naturally in the affairs of his creatures, and if necessary
to their perfection there is even a strong presumption that
he will so intervene. If revelation and supernatural grace are
necessary to enable us to enter the teleological order, to per-
severe in it, and attain to the full complement or perfection
of our existence, we may reasonably conclude that the infi-
nite love or unbounded and overﬂ{’)wing oodness which
E'ompted him, so to speak, to create us, will provide them.

ence revelation, miracles, the whole order of grace, are as
provable, if facts, as any other class of facts, and are in their
principle, included in the ideal judgment.

XIV.—OBLIGATION OF WORSHIP.

How or in what manner God is to be worshipped, whether
we are able by the light of nature to say what 1s the worship
he demands of us, and by our natural strength to render it,
or whether we need supernatural revelation and supernatu-
ral grace to enable us to worship him acceptably, are ques-
tions foreign from the purpose of the present inquiry. ~All
that is designed here 18 to show that to worship God is a
moral duty, enjoined by the natural law, or that the moral
law obliges us to worship God in the way and manner he
prescribes, whether the prescribed worship be made known
to us by natural reason or only by supernatural revelation.
In other words, our design is to show that morals are not
separable from religion, nor religion from morals.

he question is not an idle one, and has a practical bear-
ing, especially in our age and country, in which the ten-
dency is to a total separation of church and state, religion
and morals. The state with us disclaims all right to estab-
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. lish a state religion, and all obligation to recognize and sup-
port religion. or to punish offences against it, at least for the
reason that they are offences against religion; and yet it
claims the right to establish a state morality, to enforce it
by its legislation, and to punish through its courts all
offences against it. Thus the government seeks to suppress
Mormonism, not as a religion indeed, but as a morality. As
a religion, Mormonism is free, and in no respect repugnant
to the constitution and laws of the country; but as a morality
it is contrary to the state morality and is forbidden: and con-
sequently, under the guise of suppressing it as morality, the
law suppresses it, in fact, as religion. Is this distinction
between religion and morality real, and does not the estab-
lishment of a state morality necessarily imply the establish-
ment of a state religion? Are religion and morals sepa-
rable, and independent of each other? A question of great
moment in its beariug on folitical rights. )

Among the Gentiles, religion and morality had no neces-
sary connection with each other. Ethics were not religious,
nor religion ethical. The Gentiles sought a basis for moral-
itIy independent of the gods. Some placed its principle in
pleasure. Others, and these the better sort, in justice or
right, anterior and superior to the gods, and binding both

ods and men. This was necessary with the Gentiles, who
ad forgotten the creative act, and held to a plurality of
gods and goddesses whose conduct was far from being uni-
ormly edifying, nay. was sometimes, and not unfrequently,
scandalous, as we see from Plato’s Euthyphro and the
Meditations of the Emperor. But it does not seem to
have occurred to these Gentiles that abstractions are nothing,
and that justice or right, unless integrated in a real and con-
crete power, is a mere abstraction, and can bind neither
gods nor men ; and if so integrated, it is God, and is really
the assertion of one God above their gods, the “God of
ods,” as he was called by the Hebrews.

The tendency in our a%e is to seck a basis outside of God
for an independent morality, and we were not permitted by
its editors to assert, in the New American Cyclopedia, that
« Atheism is incompatible with morality,” and were obliged
to insert “as theists say.” DBut not only do men seek to con-
struct a ‘morulity without God, but even a religion and a
worship based on atheism, as we see in the so-called Free
Religionists, and the Positivists, which goes further than the
request for * the play of Hamlet with the part of the Prince
of Denmark left out.”
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Even among Christian writers on ethics we find some who,
in a more or less modified form, continue the Gentile tra-
dition, and would have us regard the moral law as independ-
ent of the will of God, and hold that things are right and
obligator('iy not because God commands them, but that he
commands them becaunse they are right and obligatory.
They distingnish between the Divine %Vill and the Divine
Essence, and make the moral law emanate from the essence,
not from the will of God. If we make the law the
expression of the will of God, we deny that the dis-
tinctions of right and wrong are eternal, make them
dependent on mere will“and arbitrariness, and assume
that God might, if he had willed, have made what is
now right wronf, and what is now wrong right, which is
impossible; for he can by his will no more found or alter
the relations between moral good and moral evil than he can
make or unmake the mathematical truths and axioms. Very
true; but solely because he cannot make, unmake, or alter
his own eternal and necessary being.

The moral law is the application of the eternal law in the
moral government of rational existences, and the eternal
law. according to St. Angustine, is the eternal will or reason
of God. The moral law necessarily expresses both the rea-
son and the will of God. There are here two questions
which must not be confounded, namely, 1, What is the rea-
son of the law? 2, Wherefore is the law obligatory on us
as rational existences? The first question asks what is the
reason or motive on the part of God in enacting the law,
and, though that concerns him and not us, we may answer:
Doubtless, it is the same reason he had for creating us, and
is to be found in his infinite love and goodness. The second
question asks, Why does the law oblige us? that is, why is
it law for us; since a law that does not oblige is no law at all.

This last is the real ethical question. The answer is not,
It is obligatory because what it enjoins is good, holy, and
necessary to our perfection or beatitude. 1at wonld be a
most excellent reason why we should do the things enjoined,
but is no answer to the question, why are we bound to.do
them, and are guilty if we do not¥ Why is obedience
to the law a duty, and disobedience a sin? It is necessary
to distinguish with the theologians between the finis oper-
antis and the finds operis, between the work one does, and
the motive for which one does it. Every work that tends
to realize the theological order is good, but if we do it not
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from the proper motive, we are not moral or virtuous in
doing it. e must have the intention of doing it in obedi-
ence to the law or will of the sovereign, who has the right
to command us. :

‘What, then, is the ground of the right of God to com-
mand us, and of our duty to obey him% The ground of
both is in the creative act. God has a complete and abso-
lute right to us, because, having made us from nothing, we
are his, wholly his, and not our own. He created us from
nothing, and only his creative act stands between us and
nothing ; he therefore owns us, and therefore we are his,
body and soul, and all that we have, can do, or acquire. He
is therefore our Sovereign Lord and Proprietor, with supreme
and absolute dominion over us, and the absolute right, as
absolnte owner, to do what he wi]l with us. His right to
command is founded on his dominion, and his dominion is
founded on his creative act, and we are bound to obey him,
whatever he commands, because we are his creature, abso-
lutely his, and in no sense our own.

Dr. Ward of the Dublin Review, in his very able work
on Nature and Grace, objects to this doctrine, which we
published in the Zsview some years ago, that it makes the
obligation depend on the command, not on the intrinsic
excellence, goodness, or sanctity of the thing commanded,
and consequently if, per empossibile, we could suppose the
devil created us, we might be under two contradictory obli-
gations, one to obey the devil our creator, commanding us
to do evil, and our own reason which commands us to do
that which is intrinsically good. What we answered Dr.
Ward at the time we have forgotten, and we are in some
doubt if we seized the precise point of the objection. The
objection, however, is not valig,0 for it assumes that if the
devil were our creator, God would still exist as the intrin-
sically good, and as our final cause. On the absurd hypoth-
esis that the devil creates us, this would not follow ; for
then the devil would be God, real and necessary being, and
therefore good, consequently, there could not be the contra-
dictory oﬁligations supposed. The hypothesis was intro-
duced by one of the interlocutors in the discussion, as a
strong way of asserting that obedience is due to the com-
mand of our Creator because he is our creator, without refer-
ence to the intrinsic character of the command. The intrin-
sic nature of the command approves or commends it to onr
reason and judgment, but does not formally oblige. This is



92 BEFUTATION OF ATHEISM.

the doctrine we maintained then,;and which we maintain
now, while Dr. Ward maintained that the command binds
on% by reason of its intrinsic excellence or sanctity.

‘We asserted that there is no distinction between the idea
of God and the idea of Good. Dr. Ward justly objects to
this, and we were wrong in our expression, though not in

" our thought. 'What we meant to say, and should have said
to be consistent with our own doctrine is, that there is no dis-
tinction <n re between Good and God, and therefore to ask Is
God good ?isabsurd. Dr. Ward, we find in this work, Nature
and Grace, asserts very properly the identity of necessar,
truths with being; in his recent eriticism on J. Stuart Miﬂ
he deuies it, and says he agrees with Fr. Kleatgen, that they
are founded on being, or God, but as we have remarked in
a foregoing section, what is founded on God must be God
or his creature, and if his creatures, how can these truths be
eternal '

Dr. Ward’s objection has led us to reéxamine the doctrine
that moral obligation is founded on the creative act of God,
but we have seen no reason for not continning to hold it,
though we might modify some of the expressions we formerly
used ; and though we differ from Dr. {’)Vard on a very essen-
tial point, we have a far greater respect for his learning and
ability, as a moral philosopher, than we had before re-read-
ing his work. He seeks to found an independent morality,
not independent of the Divine Being indeed, but independ-
ent of the Djvine will. In this we do not wholly differ
from him, and we willingly admit that the Divine will, dis-
tinctively taken, does not make or found the right. The
law expresses, as he contends, the reason of God, his intrinsic
love and goodness, as is asserted in the fact that he is the
final canse of creation, the supreme good, the beatitude of
all rational or moral existences, and the law is imposed by
him as final cause, not as first cause. But this is not the
question now under discussion. Judgments of moral good
may be formed, as Dr. Ward maintains, by intuition of neces- .
sarg' truths founded on God, or identical with his necessary
and eternal being; but we are not asking how moral judg-
ments are formed, nor what in point of fact our moral judg-
ments are; we are simply discussing the question why the
commands of God are obligatory, and we muintain that they
oblige us, because they are A7s commands, and he is our abso-
lute sovereign Lord and Proprictor, for he has made us from
nothing, and we are his and not our own. Hence it follows
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that we have duties but no rights before God, as asserted by
that noble Christian orator and philosopher, the lamented
Donoso Cortés, and that what are called the rights of man
are the rights of God, and therefore sacred and inviolable,
which all men, kings and kaisers, peoples and states, aristo-
cracies and democrucies, are bound to respect, protect, and
defend, against whoever would invade them.

The objection to the doctrine of Dr. Ward’s independent
morality 18 that it is not true, and exacts no surrender of our
wills to the Divine will. - It is not true, for Dr. Ward him-
self cannot say that the invasion of the land of Canaan, the
extermination of the people, and taking possession of it as
their own by the children of Israel, can be defended on any
Eround except that of the express command of God, who

ad the sovereign right to dispose of them as he saw proper.
Abraham offering or his readiness to offer up his son Isaac
was justified because he trusted God, and acted in obedience
to the Divine command. Yet to offer a human sacrifice
without such a command, or for any other reason, would
contradict all our moral judgments. {f one seeks to do what
the law enjoins, not because God commands it, but for the
sake of popnlarity, success in the world, or simply to benefit
himself, here or hercafter, he yields no obedience to God.
He acknowledges not the Divine sovereignty. He does not
gay to his Maker, “Thy will, not mine be done;” he does
not pray, “Thy will be done on earth as in heaven;” and,
what is more to the purpose, he recognizes no personal God,
follows God only as impersonal or abstract being, and fails
to own or confess the truth. or fact that he is God's creature,
belongs to God as his Lord and Master, who has the absolute
right to command him, as we have shown in showing that
God is man’s sole creator. -

The essential principle of religion is perfect trust in God,
and obedience to his sovercign will, the unconditional sur-
render of our wills to the will of our Creator. This is only
what the moral law enjoins, for the first law of justice is to

ive to every one his due or his own, and we owe to God, as
Elas been seen, all that we are, have, or ecan do. This shows
that religion and morality in their principle are one and the
same, and therefore inseparable. {:here is then no morality
without religion, and no religion without morality. Ile who
refuses to keep the commandments of God and to render him
his due, violates the moral law no less than he does the relig-
ious law. Let us hear no more then of independent
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morality, which is only an invention to save the absolute
surrender of our wills to the will of God, and is inspired by
a reluctance to acknowledge a master.

But this is not all. If the moral law requires our unre-
served obedience to the commands.of God, it requires us to
honor, love, trust, and obey him in all things, and therefore
to worship him in the way and manner he prescribes. If then
he is pleased to make us a supernatural revelation of his will
and to promulgate supernaturally a supernatural law, we are
bound by the moral or natural law to obey it, when promul-
gated and brought to our knowledge, as unreservedly as we
are to obey the natural law itself. If Christianity be, as it
professes to be, the revelation of the supernatural order, a
supernatural law, no man who knowingly and voluntarily
rejects or refuses to accept it, fulfils the natural law, or can
be accounted a moral man.

‘We have now, we.think completed our task, and redeemed
our promise to refute atheism and to demonstrate theism by
reason. We have proved that being affirms itself to the
soul in ideal intuition, and that being is God, free to act™
from intelligence and will, and therefore not an impersonal,
but a personal God, Creator of heaven and and all
things visible and invisible—the free upholder of all exist-
ences, and therefore Providence, the final cause of creation,
therefore the perfection, the good, the beatitude of all
rational existences. We have proved his Divine sovereignty
as resting on his creative act, and the obligation of all moral
existences to obey his law, and to honor and worship his
Divine Majesty as he himself prescribes. We can go no
further, by the light of reason, but this is far enough for
our argument, .

XV.—TRADITION.

We have now proved, or at least indicated the process of
proving, with all the certainty we have that we think or
exist, the existence of God, that he is real and necessary
being, being in its plenitude, or as say the theologians, ens
perfectissimum, self-existent and self-sufﬁcing, independent,
universal, immutable, eternal, without beginning or end,
supracosmic, suFematura.l, free, voluntary creator of heaven
and earth and all things visible and invisible : creating them
from nothing, without any extrinsic or intrinsic necessity,
by the free act of his willy and the sole word of his power;
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the principle, medium, and end of all existences, the

absolute Sovereign Proprietor, and Lord of all creatures,
the Upholder and moral Governor of the universe, in whom
and for whom are all things, and whom all rational exist-
ences are bound to worship as their sovereign Lord, and in
returning to whom by the teleological law, they attain to
their perfection, fulfil the purpose for which they exist,
enter 1nto possession of their supreme good, their supreme
beatitude in God, who is the good, or beatitude itself. We
bave in this ascertained the ground of moral obligation, and
the principle of all religion, morality, and politics. We
have then proved our thesis, refuted atheism under all its
{ﬁrms and disguises, and positively demonstrated Christian

eism.

Bat, though we hold the existence of God may be proved
with certainty by the process we have followed or indicated,
we are far from pretending or believing that it is by that
process that mankind, as a matter of fact, have attained to
their belief in God or knowledge of the Divine Being.
‘We do not say that man could not, but we hold that he did
not, attain to this science and belief without the direct and
inmediate supernatural instructions of his Maker. The race
in all ages has held the belief from tradition, and philosophy
has been called in only to verify or prove the traditionary
teaching. Men believe before they doubt or think of proving.
‘We doubt if, as a fact, any one ever was led to the truth by
reasoning. The truth is grasped intuitively or immediately
by the mind, and the reasoning coines afterwards to verify
it, or to prove that it is truth. gJ.‘he reasoning does not origl-
nate the belief, but comes to defend or to justify it. Hence
it is that no man is ever converted to a doctrine he absolutely
rejects, by simple logic, however unanswerable and conclusive
it may be.

Supposing the process we have indicated is a complete
demonstration of the existence of God as creator and moral
Governor of the universe, few men are capable of following
and understanding it, even among those who have made the
study of philoso tiny and theology the business of their lives.
The greatest philosophers among the Gentiles missed it, and
the scientists of our own day also miss it, and fail to reco
nize the fact of creation and admit no supramundane Go§

.

. Even eminent theologians, as we have seen, who no more

doubt the existence of God than they do their own, prove
themselves utterly unable to demonstrate or prove that God
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is. Dr. Newman, for instance, whose Christian faith is not
to be doubted, confesses his inability to prove the existence
of (iod from reason, and in his Essay on the Development
of Christian Doctrine, if he does not sap the foundation of
belief in revelation, he destroys its value, by subjecting it
to the variations and imperfections of the human understand-
ing. lis Essay in Aid of a Grammar of Assent is an
attempt to prove the relativity of all science or knowledge,
that in practice we assent to the probable without ever
demmanding or attaining to the certain, the apodictic, and
is hardly less incompatible with the existence of God than
the cosmic philosophy of the school of Herbert Spencer,
from which it in principle does not, as far as we can see,
essentially differ.

If such men as Plato, Aristotle, Plotinus, Proclus, Her-
bert Spencer, Auguste Comte, Emil Littré, and John Henry
Newman are unequal to the process, how can we suppose
that the doctrine that God is, originated in that or any pro-
cess of reasoning? Reason in the élite of the race ma
prove that God ig, but how can reason, wanting the word,
originate and establish it in the minds of the ignorant,
uncultivated, rude, and rustic multitude? And yet 1t is pre-
ciscly this multitude, ignorant and incapable of philosophy,
who lhold it with the greatest firmness and tenacity, and only
IJJhilosophers, and such as are formed by them, ever doubt it.

‘here 18, no doubt, a true and useful philosophy, if one
could only find it, but philosophers in all ages have been
far more successful in ol};scuring the truth and causing doubt,
than in enlightening the mind and correcting errors. Plato
was little else than a sophist ridiculing and refuting sophists ;
and in all ages we find so-called philosophers originating and
defending the grossest and absurdest errors that have ever
obtained, and we find them true and just only when they
accord with tradition. .

Intuition, as we have shown, furnishes the principle of
the demonstration or proof of the existence o? God, with
absolute certainty ; but ideal intuition, which gives the

rinciple of cognition, is not itself cognition, and though
1nplicitly contained in every thought as its condition, it
becornes explicit or express only as sensibly re-presented in
language, and the long and tedious analytical process per-
forined by, the reflective reason. To get at the ideal for-
mula, which expresses the matter of intuition, we have had
to use reflection, and both analytical and synthetic reason-
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ing. The formula is obtained explicitly only by analyzing
thonght, the object in thought, and the ideal element of the
object, and synthetizing the results of the several analyses.
It is only by this long and difficult process that one is able
to assert as the intuitive synthesis, -/ns creat existentias, or
the essential principles of theistic philosophy. It is so
because ideal intuition, as distinguished from empirical intu-
ition, is not open vision of the object presented, is not the
soul’s cognition or judgment, but the objective or divine
judgment affirmed to the soul implicitly, that is, indistinctly
1 every thought or empirical judgment, and must be dis-
tinguished from the empirical by gxe reflective or analytical
activity of the soul, or, in the language of St. Thomas,
abstracted or disengaged by the active intellect, intellectus
agens, from the phantasmata and intelligible species in which
it is given, before it can be explicitly apprehended by the
soul, and be distinet cognition, or a human judgment, the
complete verbum ments.

‘When a false philosophy has led to the doubt or denial of
God, this recurrence to ideal intuition is necessary to remove
the doubt, and to make our philosophical doctrines accord
with the principles of the re:K and the knowable ; but it is
evident to the veriest tyro that not even the philosopher,
however he may confirm his judgment by the intuition,
takes his idea that God is, immediately and directly from
it ; for this would imnply that we have direct and iinmediate
empirical intuition of God, which not even Plato pretended,
for he held the Divine Idea is cognizable only by the mime-
sts, the image, or copy of itself, impressed on matter, as the
seal on wax, whence his doctrine and that of the Scholastics,
of knowledge per ideam, per similitudinem, per formam,

or &er speciem.

e cannot take the ideal directly from the intuition,
because we are not pure spirit, but in this life spirit united -
to body ; yet we have the idea in our minds before we can
deny it, or think of seeking to demonstrate it. Hence it
must be acknowledged, that though reason is competent to

rove the existence of God with certainty when (s)enied or

goubted, as we think we have shown, it did not, and per-

haps could not, have originated ‘the Idea, but has taken it

from tradition, and it must have been actually taught the
first man by his Maker himself.

The historical fact is that man has never been abandoned

by his Maker to the light and force of nature alone, or left

Vou. IL-7
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without any supernatural instruction, or assistance, any more
than he has been left without language. The doctrine of St.
Thomas is historically true, that there never has been but
one revelation from (Zxod to man, and that one revelation was
made in substance to our first parents, before their expulsion
from the garden of Eden. This revelation is what we call
tradition, and has been handed down from father to son to
us. It has come down to us in two lines: in its purity and
integrity from Adam through the Patriarchs to the Syna-
gogue, and through the Synagogue to the Christian Church
whence we hold it; in a corrupt, broken, and often a tra-
vestied form through Gentilism, or Heathenism. The great
mistake of our times is in neglecting to study it in the
orthodox line, and in stndying it only in the heterodox or
Gentile line of transmission, all of which we hope to prove
in a succeeding work, if our life and health are spared to
complete it, on revelation in opposition to prevailing ration-
alism.

The reader will bear in mind that we have not appealed
to tradition as authority or to supply the defect of demon-
stration; but only to explain the origin and wniversality
of theism, especially with the great bulk of mankind, who
could never prove it by a logical process for themselves,
nor understand such process when made by others. Hence
we escape the error of the Traditionalists censured by the
Holy See.

The error of the Traditionalists is not in asserting that
men learn the existence of God from tradition or from the
teaching of others, which is a fact verifiable from what we
see taking place every day before our eyes; but in denying
that the existence of God and the first principles of morals
or necessary truth, what we call the ideal judgment, are cog-
nizable or provable by natural reason, an(g in making them
matters of faith, not of science, as do Dr. Thomas Reid, Sir
‘William Hamilton, Dean Mansel, Viscount de Bonald, Bon-
netty, Immanuel Kant, and others. This is inadmissible,
because it builds science on faith, deprives us of all rational
motives for faith, and leaves faith itself nothing to stand on.
Faith, in the last analysis, rests on the veracity of God, and
its formula is, Deus est Veraxz, but if we know not, as the

reamble to faith, that God is, and that it is impossible for
I:im to deceive or to be deceived, how can we assert his
veracity or confide in his word? Knowing already that God
is and 18 infinitely true, we cannot doubt his word, when we
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are certain that we have it. This connects faith with reason,
and makes faith, objectively at least, as certain as science,
as St. Thomas asserts.

God must have infused the knowledge of himself into the
soul of the first man, when he made him; for all the knowl-
edge or science of the first man must have been infused
knowledge or science, since the fact of creation upsets the
Darwinian theory of development, as well as the Spencerian
theory of evolution, and Adam must have been created a
man in the prime of his manhood, and not, as it were, a
new-born infant. What was infused science in him,
becomes tradition in his posterity, but a tradition of science,
not of faith or belief onE‘y. The tradition, if preserved in
its purity and integrity, embodies the ideal intuition, or
ideas) judgment common to all men, and implicit in ever,
thou '{n, in langnage, the sensible sign of the ideal or intel-
ligible, and which represents it to the active intellect that
expresses it, renders it explicit, and therefore actual cogni-
tion.

It follows from this that the ideal jndgment when re-pre-
sented by tradition through the medium of language, its
sensible representative, is even in the simple, the rustic, the
untutored in logic and philosophy, who are incapable of
proving it by a logical process or even of understandin
such a process, really matter of science, not of simple belie%
or confidence in tradition. The tradition enables them to
convert, 80 to speak, the intuition into cognition, so that
they know as really and truly that God is, and is the cre-
ator, upholder, and moral Governor of man and the uni-
verse, as does the profoundest theologian or philosopher.
Hence wherever the primitive tradition is preserved in any
degree, there is, if not complete knowledge of God, at least
an imperfect knowledge that God is, and this knowledge,
however feeble and indistinct, faint or evanescent, serves as
the point d’appui or basis of the operations of the Christian
missionary among savage and barbarous tribes for their con-
version.

The tradition is not the basis of science, but is in the
supersensible a necessary condition of science, and hence
the value and necessity of instruction or education. The
ideal judgment is, as ideal, not our judgment, but objective,.
Divine, intuitively presented to the soul as the condition
‘and model of our own. We can form no judgment without
it, and every judgment formed wust copy or be modelled
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after it. But, as we have shown, we cannot take the ideal
directly from the intuition, but must take it primarily from
tradition or as re-presented through the senses in language,
which is really what is meant by education, or instruction.
But all instruction, all education, reproduces, as far as it
goes, tradition, or depends on it.

As language is the sensible representation of the idea, and
the medium of tradition, the importance of St. Paul’s
injunction to St. Timothy, to “hold fast the form of sound
words,” and of maintaining tradition in its purity and
integrity is apparent to the dullest mind. The corruption
of either involves the corruption, mutilation, or travesty of
the idea, and leads to heathenism, false theism, pantheism,
atheism, demonism, as the history of the great Gentile
apostasy from the patriarchal or primitive religion of man-
kind amply proves. As tradition of the truths or first prin-
ciples of science, which are ideal not empirical, had its
origin in revelation or the immediate instruction of Adam
byq:is Maker, we cannot fail to perceive the fatal error of
those who seek to divorce philosophy from revelation, and,
like Descartes, to errect it into an independent science.
Revelation is not the basis of philosophy, but no philosophy
of any value can be constructed without it.
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ARTICLE L

{From Brownson's Quarterly Review for October, 1850.]

‘WE have, on several occasions within the last two or tnree
years, introduced the name of Gioberti, sometimes with
praise, sometimes with blame, and some attempt to appreci-
ate his influence as an author, or to determine the practical
tendency of his writings, can be neither misplaced nor mis-
timed ; for he is, unquestionably, a man of rare genius, of
acute and profound thought, a high}l}' polished intellect, and
various and extensive erudition. e appears to have mas-
tered the whole circle cf the sciences, and to have made
himself thoroughly acquainted with the past and the present.
He has stndieg profoundly the spirit of our age, and we
have met with no one who better understands its dangerous
tendencies. He possesses a genuine philosophical aptitude,
and is nnrivalled in his exposition and criticism of modern

hilosophy, especially as represented by the later German,
%rench, and [talian schools; and as far as concerns the refu-
tation of false systems, and the statement of the first princi-
ples and the method of philosophical science, he is eminently
successful. The best refutation of sensism, pantheism, radi-
calism, and socialism, and the clearest and most satisfactory
statement and vindication of the several truths opposed to
them, with which we are acquainted, are to be found in his
writings. He never fears to make a bold and manly profes-
sion of the Catholic faith, and it is from the point of view
of Catholicity, and by the aid of Catholic doctrine, that he
refutes the modern errors and heresies he attacks. He
seems, also, save in the ascetic region, whenever he has ocea-
sion to present Catholic theology, to present it in its highest
and most rigidly orthodox forms. According to him, the
true human race does not and cannot subsist out of the
Catholic, or elect society; and he energetically maintains,
that out of the Catholic Church man is in an abnormal con-
dition, and incapable, under any aspect of his nature, of
attaining to his normal development. He attacks Gallican-
ism, and asserts in their plenitude the spiritual and civil pre-
rogatives of the Papacy, which French, German; and Eng-
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lish theologians, especially during the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries, have so generally denied, or but ambig-
uously admitted. He maintains that civil society is of sacer-
dotal origin, derives all power, civil as well as ecclesiastical,
from God through the sacerdotal order, and makes the Pope,
who embodies in himself the whole priesthood, the repre-
sentative on earth of the full and universal sovereignty of
God.

But we cannot read Gioberti’s works without feeling that,
along with this, and by ordinary readers not easily separable
from it, the author introduces remarks and opinions, and
exhibits practical aims and tendencies, which, in our timnes
at least, go far to neutralize his orthodox influence, nay, to
throw his influence into the scale of modern liberalism and
socialism. We do not judge a book by the personal conduct
of the anthor; but as far as Gioberti’s conduct, whether in

wer or out of power, is known to us, it does not appear to

ave harmonized with the high-toned Catholic principles he
has, at least, the air of professing. His present position
with regard to the Holy See, unless we are wholly misin-
formed, is not that of a dutiful and affectionate son, and
contrasts unfavorably with that of Rosmini, or even with
that of Padre Ventura. Professedly opposed to all violent
revolutions, claiming to be a man of great moderation, and
occasionally using language which would lead one to suspect
him of being a delegate to the Peace Congress, he neverthe-
less undeniably had a large share in preparing and precipi-
tating the recent shamefu%eltalian revolutions, and plunging
his own sovereign, the late Charles Albert,into his diastrous
and unprovoked campaigns against Austria, Professing to
disdain modern liberals, to hold democratic politicians in
coutempt, and to address himself only to the wisdom and
gsolid judgment of the enlightened and virtuous few, he
aided, inﬁirectly, to say the least, in stirring up that
infuriated mob which drove the Jesuits out of Italy, assassi-
nated Count Rossi, exiled the Holy Father from RRome, per-
sccuted the religious, massacred the clergy, and enabled
Mazzini and his fellow-miscreants to establish the infamous
Roman Republic. Asserting in the most unqualificd terms
the infallibility of the Ioly See in the definition of doe-
trines and the condemnation of books, he has, we believe,
never submitted a single one of his own publications to its
judgment, and up to the present time has refused to submit
to 1ts condemmation of his Gesuita Moaerno. 1t is true,
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and we take pleasure in saying so, that, when at the head of
the Sardinian government, he refused to acknowledge the
infidel and sacrilegions Roman Republic; but he also refused
to co-operate with the Catholic powers of Europe in restor-
ing the Holy Father to his temporal sovereignty, and sanc-
tioned encroachments of the civil on the spiritual power,
which but too clearly preluded the sacrilegious SiccarJ; laws,
the imprisonment of the illustrions Franzoni, and the perse-
cation of the clergy in the Subalpine kingdom, which so
deeply wound the heart, not only of our Ifc‘)ly Father, but
of every sincere Catholic. These things, which we are
unable to deny, or satisfactorily to explain away, coupled
with the fact that he is usually surrounded, not by men ven-
erable for their doctrine and their piety, but by a knot of
young Italian atheists and misbelievers, compel us to pause in
our admiration, and ask if there be not, after all, some grave
fault in the author as well as in the man. With our high
estimation of his genius, his talent, his clear and profound
thought, his erudition, and his polish and eloguence as a
writer, a8 well as of the soundness of his doctrines on many of
the most vital points of philosophy and theology, we must
naturally be disposed to place the most favorable construc-
tion possible on both his sgeculations and his acts; but, con-
gidering what has undeniably been the practical influence of
his views and tendencies, as a political writer and statesman,
on the disastrous and shameful revolutionary movements of his
countrymen, we.cannot but believe that there is somethiné
rotten in his writings, and that, with all his high-tone
orthodoxy on so many important points, there is yet some-
thing in his thought, as well as in his heart, not compatible
with Catholic doctrine and Catholic piety, and which we are
bound to reprobate. ,

We took up and read Gioberti’s works at first from curi-
osity, and to find out the truth they might contain, and we
were charmed and carried away by Lis learning and elo-

uence, toan extent we are ashamed to acknowledge,
although we had all the time a secret feeling that he was
Dot altogether healthy in his practical influence; we have
gince re-read his writings, to discover, if possible, the error
concealed in them, or the source of that unhealthy influence.
We think we have discovered it, and our chief purpose in
noticing the volumes we have introdnced is to point it out
to our readers, and, if our views should chance to fall under
his eyes, to the distinguished author himself. Several! bocks
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of greater or less magnitnde have been written against the
author, but we are unacquainted with their contents. We
have read nothing against him, except some high commen-
dations of him 1n Zhe North British Review, a Scotch
Presbyterian journal, intended to perpetuate the spirit of
John Knox, and some two or three articles, feebly and
unsucessfully attacking his philosophy, in a respectable
French periodical, conducted by a layman whose learning
and googc intentions we hold in high esteem. Our judg-
ment, whether sound or unsound, has been formed by the
simple study of the volumes before us, and the school to
which their author obviously belongs, and of which he is
the most distinguished member.

Our purpose in our present article is not to review Gioberti
go much under a philosophical as an ascetic, a speculative
as a practical, point of view; and perhaps we cannot better
introduce the criticisms we propose to offer, than by revert-
ing to a fact which we have often insisted on, namely, that
there is in modern society a fatal schism between the eccle-
siastical order and the temporal, and between spiritual cul-
ture and secular. There is not, under Christianity, that
harmony between the two orders that there appears to have
been under gentilisin in Greek and Roman antiquity. In
classic antiquity there seems to have been, for the most part,
a perfect harmony between religious and secular life, spiritual
and secular culture; and in the great men of Livy and
. Plutarch, regarding them simply as men, we find a balance, a
proportion, a completeness, and, so to speak, roundness of
character, in its order, that we do not tind in the men of
modern times. In modern society the two orders are not only
distinct, but mutually repugnant,and we are able to devote our-
selvesto the one only by rtgectingoropposin the other. Civil

overnment opposes, and, as far as possible, subjects the

hurch ; philorophy rejects theology: the sciences are irre-
ligious in their tendency ; and secular literature and art foster
unbelief and impiety. The individual and society are alike
torn by two internal hostile and irrecongilable forces, and
we have no peace,—hardly, at rare intervals, a brief truce.
This schism, taken in its principle, may be regarded as the
source of all the evils which nﬂfiet modern society, whether
temporal or spiritnal.

It is from the fact we here state, more especially as it
exists in Italy, the author’s own country, that Gioberti
appears to start. He assumes that this schism is practically
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remediable, that it ought to be healed ; and hence his chief
inquiry is as to its causes and the means of healing it. The
principal cause, if we understand him aright, is, that the
sacerdotal society has lost its control of the lay society, by
having lost its former moral and and intellectual superiority
over 1t, and yet insists on retaining the dominion it right-
fully exercised when it possessed that superiority; and the
remedy is to be sought in the voluntary cession, as far as
civilized Europe is concerned, pn the part of the sacerdotal
society, of that former dominion, become incompatible with
modern civilization, the new conditions and rejations of
peoples and nations, the emancipation of the civil order
from the sacerdotal tutelage, and a union, alliance, or inter-
fusion of sacerdotal and lay culture, of the sacerdotal and
lay genius, of the Christian spirit and the spirit of ancient
Italo-Greek gentilism. He denies, indecd, the right of the
lay society to assert its emancipation by violence, and thus
far condemns modern liberalists, but contends that the cler-
ical order should voluntarily concede the emancipation, and .
invest the lay order with an independence that was denied
it, and very properly denied it, in the earlier medisval
times. We shall amply prove, before we close, that this is
the author’s view of the matter; and, indeed, it is evident
from almost every page of his writings, and especially from
his long discussion in the Del Prumato on the difference
between the civil dictatorship exercised by the Popes
immediately after the dissolution of the Western Empire by
the Northern barbarians, and the arbitratorship which he
contends is now for civilized Europe all that can or should
be exercised by the sovereign pontiffs, except in the Eccle-
siastical States. -
That, in pointing out the causes of this schism, and pro-
ing the remedy, Gioberti refutes much false philosophy,
g:smo ishes many false systems of politics, ethics, and society,
and brings to his aid.truths in philosophy, theology, morals,
and politics of the highest order and of the last importance,
there is no question ; but he has nowhere the appearance of
doing this (%or the sake of a genninely Catholic end. The
end for which he brings forward Catholicity, he says
expressly,* is not the salvation of the soul, or the advance-
ment of faith and piety for the sake of heaven, eternal beat-
itude, but the advancement of civilization for the sake of

*Del Primato morale ¢ civile degli Ttalians, Tom. L p. 95,
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the « earthl’y felicity of men,” and “the temporal well-bein
of nations.” And hence he presents himself as a political
and social reformer, in reality as a socialist in relation to his
ends, differing from the vulgar herd of socialists only in
the respect, that his instruments of reform, of reconstruct-
ing society, and of advancing civilization and social well-
being, include, instead of rejecting, the ideal philosophy and
the Church. In doctrine, in formal teaching, he is the
antipodes of our modern socialists and liberalists,. but in
heart and soul, in spirit, in aim, and practical tendency, he
is, after all, with them, and hardly distinguishable from
them. Speaking in general terms, his error lies here, and is
practical rather than theoretical,—in what he is laboring to
effect rather than in the doctrines he formally and expressly
teaches or attempts to applﬁ to his socialistic purposes ; and
hence you feel, in reading him, that he is carrying you away
in an anti-Catholic direction, although you cannot easily lay
your finger on a direct and positive statement that you can
assert to be in itself absolutely heterodox, or that directly
and unequivocally expresses the error you are sure he is
inginuating into your mind and heart.

Nevertheless, in his practical doctrine, a8 we have just
stated it, there are clearly errors both of fact and of princi-
ple. He says expressly,—*“ La declinazione delle influenze
civili del clero in alcuni paesi cattolici nasce appunto dall’
aver lasciato che i laici di sperienza, di senno, dll) dottrina, e
di gentilezza lo avanzassero.”t And it is clear that he
means to lay this down as a general principle, and to main-
tain that the decline of the influence of the clergy in. the
civil order is owing to their having suffered “ the laity to
surpass them in experience, wisdom, knowledge, and culti-
vation,” or, in other words, to the fact, that the sacerdotal
gociety has lost its moral and intellectual superiority over
the lay society. But he knows little of human affairs,
and of the world at large, who can seriously hold that the
influence of a class, clerical or laical, is always in proportion
to its moral and intellectual worth, or to its know}l)edge and
cultivation. Wisdom and virtue do not, naturally, attain to
dominion in the affairs of the world, and ignorance and vice
always govern, except when God, supernaturally, intervenes
to sccure the victory to the good over the bad. Every man
knows that this is true in the sphere of his own experience ;

" {Del Primato, Tom. IL p. 255.
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for every man knows that, if he follows nature, he goes to
destruction, and that it is only by grace that he is able to
conquer evil, and secure the dominion to wisdom and virtue.
What is true thus of men individually is true of them col-
lectively ; and this, being true of the individual, must be
equally true of society, which can, therefore, be saved from
destruction only by supernatural protection, only by grace,
of which the sacerdotal order is the minister. If influence
was always exerted in proportion to moral and intellectual
worth, the wisest and best, the optimates, would always be
at the head of affairs, and have the management of the
?ublic, which, we need not say, is by no means the fact.

oreover, if it were so, Gioberti would have nothing to
complain of ; for to place the optimates at the head of affairs
is precisely what he contends ?())r as that which will perfect
the political and social constitution.

There is, again, in the principle here assumed, a suspicious
approximation to the pretensions and aims of Saint-Simon-
ism. It is lawful, no doubt, to learn from an enemy, but
we are not prepared to admit that Catholicity is insuflicient
for itself, or that it is under the necessity of making any
important loans from those who are studying to supplant it.
The essential principle of the Saint-Simonian constitution is
the organization of society, hierarchically, under its natural
chiefs, the natural aristocracy, that is to say, the optimates.
These, from the fall of the Roman Empire to the age of
Leo the Tenth, the Saint-Simonians assert, were the Catholic
clergy, under their supreme chief, the Pope ; but at the lat-
ter period they cease(F to be the natural chiefs of society,
because they ceased to advance in the same proportion that
the lay society advanced, and suffered themselves to be sur-

in civil wisdom, knowledge, and cultivation by the
aity. No one familiar with the writings of the Saint-Simon-
ian school can read Gioberti without being pained to find
him too often speaking as one of its honoreg gisci ples.

Finally, we deny the fact assumed. The clergy have
never, in relation to the lay society, lost their former moral
and intellectual, or scientitic and civil superiority ; and if
they sometimes seem to have done so, it is only because the
lay society has opposed to them false morality, false society,
and false science, in place of the genuine. The clergy have
never ceased, even in the most polished nations of Kurope,
to surpass the laity ; never have the laity been able to be
their teachers; and in every instance where they have
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claimed to be, they have been able to do so only on the
ground of their having departed in religion, morals, politics,
or philosophy from sound doctrine. Abelard was a layman,
—reputed a learned man, a great philosopher, an able dia-
lectician ; but his influence served only to promnote nominal-
ism, poorly disguised under the name of conceptualisin, and
to ruin philosophical science. Bacon and Descartes were
laymen, and Gioberti holds them in no higher estimation
than we do. [Except, perhaps, in mathematics and some of
. the physical sciences, which are only secondary matters, and
whose predominance marks an infidel age, the superiority of
science and doctrine has always been on the side of the
clergy, and we are aware of no- contributions of any real
value ever made by the laity. The fact is not as Gioberti
assumes. The laity, having acquired a smattering of science
and learning, have become filled with pride and conceit, and
refused for that reason to recognize the just influence of the
clergy. The decline of the influence cf the clergy in some
Catholic countries is not owing to their having suffered the
laity, in wisdom, doctrine, anff cultivation, to surpass them,
but to the overweening pride and conceit of the laity, which
have taken the place o}) humility and docility.. The most
truly learned, scientific, and cultivated among the laity are,
even in our own age, the most docile to the clergy, and the
most ready to assert and vindicate their general moral and
- intellectual superiority ; for we do not reckon your Maz-
zinis, Caninos, Mamianis, and Leopardis among the distin-
guished laymen of our times. They and their associates are
not to be named in the same day with an O’Connell, a Mon-
talembert, a De Falloux, a Donoso Cortés. Moreover,
where are the laymen who in our days rank above Balmes
in Spain, Wiseman or Newman in England, Moehler in
Germany, and VINCENZO GIOBERTI in Itjy, not to mention
hundreds of others of the clerical order in no sense their
inferiors, but who happen to be less known to our American
ublic ¢
P The author assumes, virtually, that, when the clergy find
their influence dvcline, it is owing to their own fau{t and
the growing virtue of the laity. 1t is only on this assump-
tion that he can justify his demand of concessions to the
revolting laity, and the union or fusion of sacerdotal with
lay culture. The contrary of this is the truth. The clergy
in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, when their
influence had much declined, were, in relation to contem-
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porary society, not one whit below what they were in the
previous ages, when their influence was the greatest; and in
no age have the laity shown themselves more superficial,
more ignorant, more indisposed to severe thought and solid
studies; or less virtuous, or more immmoral, than in the
eighteenth century, and in France, where the influence of
the clergy was nearly null, but where their faith and virtue
were by no means null, as was amply proved in the hour of
trial. The clergy never obtain, and never maintain, in any
country, their influence by mere personal qualifications, or
personal superiority to the rest of the commanity, although
this saperiority may be a fact; but by the superiority of
their doctrine and the sacredness of their office,—by the fact
of their being priests and doctors,—the depositaries of the
Christian mysteries, and the dispensers to the people of
the bread of life; and their influence declines just in pro-
portion as the people lose their faith in these mysteries, and
their relish for this bread, or become wedded to the flesh
and the world. -

‘With all deference, then, to the distinguished author, we
must dissent from his representation of the first element of
the cause of the evil which we, as well as he, deplore. We
cannot revive our youth, and join again with those who aseribe,
in whole or in part, the acknowledged evils of society to the
clergy, or the decline of their influence, in most countries,
to the loss of their former moral and intellectnal superiority ;
and just as little can we ascribe their loss of influence to t.Ze
growing intelligence and virtue of the lay society, for this
growing intelligence and virtue is not a fact, and if it were
a fact, it would only render the lay society so much the more
docile and submissive to the sacerdotal society. Individual
clergymen, no doubt, there are, who do not by any means adorn
their profession, or walk worthily in their high vocation, of
which ourauthor is, perhaps, a notable example ; but, takenas a
body, throughout the world, it is not the clergy that need -
reforming, but the laity,—not those of the laity, again, who
are docile and submissive to their pastors, but those who are
indocile, rebellious, and require the clergy to come to them,
dnstead of recognizing the (f]act that it is for them to go to the
clergy.

We find it equally difficult to agree with Gioberti, that
the fatal schism iz continued by any censurable disposition
of the sacerdotal society to hold on to the shadow of a domin-
ion which, as to its substance, has long since escaped them.
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He contends that the civil dictatorship belongs, in radice, to
the priesthood iz all titnes and in all countries, but that its exer-
cise is practicable or desirable only during the infancy or min-
ority of nations, and that when a nation attains its majority,
as we say of children, it is entitled to its freedom, and should
and must be emancipated. The priesthood should then
resign its dictatorship, and be contented to fill, in regard to
civil society, the simple office of arbitrator, or referee. He
says,—* When the priesthood delay beyond the proper time
the civil emancipation of the people, as well as when these
presume to hasten it, and attempt its possession prematurely,

ve dissensions spring up and disturb both the Church and
t%:: state, until sound reason triumphs, and the true order of
things is restored ; for the sacerdotal tutelage of infant
nations and the civil independence of adulf nations are
equalli); two laws of nature, which may be resisted for a
time, but which no human power can wholly annul, or per-
manently suspend.”*

In accordance with this view, the authorappears to charge
the clergy with having failed to recognize the fact that mod-
ern nations have attained their majority, and of being insome
measure the cause of the present schism between the two
orders, by attempting to retain themn under their tutelage
beyond the proper time. They are behind their age ; they
have not taken sufficient account of the changes which have
been going on, and the progress of civilization, or civil and
social culture, which has been effected. They are not aware
that the Middle Ages have passed away, and that a new order
has sprung up, and 1s henceforth, for civilized Europe, the only
legitimate order. Hence, they are found in opposition to the
secular movements of the day, which is disastrous for them,
and still more disastrous for society. They cannot hinder
these movements, and by opposing them ‘they lose all
control over them, and all influence for good on their
age. In conseyuence of their opposition,—in plain lan-
guage, of their opposition to the demands of the age
for liberal governments, free institutions, and a generous and
partially independent secular culture,—they lose the lay
society, and the lay society loses the guidance and salutary
control of thesacerdotal society. This thought runs throngh
all of Gioberti’s writings that we have read. It is clear to
the intelligent reader that he is dissatisfied with the political

* Del Primalo, 'Tom. II. p. 253.
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order he finds existing, especially in Austria and Italy, and
that he finds the clergy in the way of such changes as he
wishes to introduce. gPerhaps the Pope, certainly the Col-
lege of Cardinals, the regular clergy, especially the Jesuits,
and no small portion even of the secular clergy of Italy and
Austria, are Opi([)Wd to all organic changes in the existing
constitutions. e is not, or was not when he wrote, pre-
red to attempt the changes in spite of them, and therefore
e writes to win them over to his side, and attempts to set
forth a theory which shall make it appear to them that they
not only can favor the revolution he demands, consistently
with the highest-toned Catholicity, but that they are requnired
to do so by the most rigid forms of orthodoxy, and the
soundest philosophy, as well as by the interests of secular
society and civilization.

But after all, he only sings us the song sung by La Men-
nais, and the whole swarm of the so-called Neo-catholics,
and simply proves that he is a slave of the age against which
he is everywhere so sarcastic, not, as he no doubt honestl
believes, one of its masters. It is remarkable, too, that wit
him, as with La Mennais, Ultramontanism and high-toned
orthodoxy are far more apparent than real. Even we our-
selves are, in reading his Del Primato, occasionally startled
by some of his strong assertions of the civil power of the
Pope; but as we rezg on, we find that we had no reason to
be startled, and that the power of the Pope dwindles down
into a very commonplace affair, as he somewhere says, onl
the power infidels readily accord to a respectable paris
priest,—and is, after all, merely a power that grows out of
the accidental condition of nations in space and time, rather
than a power held and exercised by virtue of the positive
and express institution of Almighty God. So La Mennais
made a furious onslanght upon Gallicanism, and yet ended
by making the anthority of the Church herself depend on
ﬂ{e consensus hominum, and resolving the Christian religion
into pure socialism. Gioberti attacks Gallicanism with great
strength of language, and great force of argument, an§ yet
winds up the controversy by telling us,—* The principal
error of the famous Gallican Declaration of 1682 consisted
in asserting as universal what is and must be only particular.
It is beyond doubt that, in nations that have attained to
civil maturity, the government, in temporal things, is wholly
independent of the Pope and the clergy, and that the clergy,
participating n the yeneral culture, possesses by good
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right certain canonical and disciplinary liberties which
should be respected by all ; for it is a general rule, applicable
to all ecclesiastical as well as to all civil government, that
absolute and arbitrary authority is good angolegitimate only
in barbarous and even then only because no other order
18 then possible.”® That is to say, Gallicanism is, in the
main, true, when asserted of a given time and place, or of
nations that have attained a certain grade of civilization,
though false when asserted as true of all times and places,
and of nations through all the stages of their civil develop-
ment. This implies that the actual powers of the Papacy
derive, not from the positive and immediate grant of our
Lord to Peter, but from those political and social accidents
which demand them ; that is, they grow out of the wants or
necessities of socicty, and inhere in the Papacy solely
because it is in the best condition to assume and exercise
them for social organization and progress, which, in prin-
_ ciple, is the assertion simply of the government of the opte-
mates,—of the Pope, not because he is the Divinely uppointed
sovereign, but because, in reference to time, place, and cir-
cumstances, he is the wisest, and best able to govern,—the
doctrine which Thomas Carlyle, the inveterate pantheist, has
been for these fifteen or twenty years harping upon ad
nauseam. The right to govern, whether in Church or state,
depends on the Divine appointment, not on the personal

ualifications of the governors, and the optimates are always
those who are legitimately invested with authority, and are
such solely because so invested. The right gives the capac-
ity to govern, not the capacity the right. :

It is undoubtedly true, that the Sovereign Pontiffs do not,
and cannot in the existing state of the secular-order in
Europe, exercise all the powers they did in the earlier afee
of the modern world, and therefore we readily grant that
those powers are now to some extent in abeyance. DBut it
is one thing to recognize this as a fact, and another to recog-
nize it as aglaw. e are aware that Gioberti holds to what
he calls “ moderate optimism,” as was to be expected from
an ardent admirer of Leibnitz; but we are not aware that in
this respect Catholic faith requires us to agree with him, and
we confess that we have never been able to agree with the
puﬁil of Lord Bolingbroke, that «“ Whatever- ig, is right.”

ecause such political and social changes have taken place

- * Dél Primato, Tom. 1. p. 219, note.



VINCENZO GIOBERTI. - 118

in the world, as render the exercise of certain powers on the
art of the sovereign pontiffs impracticable or inexpedient,
it does not follow that the Papacy does not still actually
ss them, or that the well-being of society does not as
imperionsly demand their exercise now, as before the changes
occurred. The fact that they cannot be exercised may be a
social calamity, instead of a social progress; and it is ve
conceivable, that, if society had continued to follow the
Christian law, their exercise wonld not have become inprac-
ticablee. 'We agree that regard must be had to time and
place, and that certain powers must be exercised by the
clergy in certain circumstances which in other circumstances
they are not required to exercise in the same form. We
concede that to attempt the practical assertion of what
Gioberti calls the dictatorship would in our times most likely
be productive of evil rather than good ; but we do not con-
cede that this is so becanse modern nations have attained to
civil majority, and therefore do not need it. The reason is,
simply, that modern nations have, to a great extent, lost
their faith, and will not heed the commands of their father.
It is a8 necessary for them to receive and obey the paternal
-commands as ever it was, but they have grown so rebellious
and stubborn that they will not. .

Gioberti’s theory about the minority and majority of
nations is no doubt plausible; and if it were true in fact,
that a nation ever does attain to civil majority, we should
not seriously object to his doctrine, nay, we could not, with-
out contradicting doctrines heretofore advanced in our own
pages. DBut the truth is, save in regard to the department
of mere industry, no nation ever attains to majority, and
every one is as much a minor when in the most as when in
the least advanced stage of its civilization. We lhold, with
Gioberti, that civil society is the creature of the priesthood,
and that it is in all times and places through the priesthood,
not, as modern demagogues pretend, through the people,
that Almighty God invests civil society with its aunthority
to govern; therefore we also hold with him, that the civil
no less than the spiritual sovereignty under God vests imnine-
diately in the Divinely instituted priesthood, and in ecivil
society only mediante the sacerdotal society. With what he
says on this point we cordially agree, and we had maintained
substantially the s2mne doctrine in Zhe Democratic Review,
while still a Protestant. DBut :hat there ever comes a timne
when the priesthood is required ic abandon its civil sover-

Vor. IL-8

\
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eignty and recognize the independence of the civil order,
we are not prepared to concede; for, among other reasons,
there never comes a time when the independence of the
civil order does not conduct the nation to barbarism. All
civilization is of sacerdotal origin, and must be lost just in
Eroportion as society escapes from subjection to the priest-

ood. The reason of this is, that the elements of civiliza-
tion are from the supcrnatural order, and the elements of
barbarism are inherent in human nature, reproduced in
every new-born individual, and retained in the bosom of
every human being as long as he remains in the flesh. DBar-
barism has its scat in the carnal mind, the inferior soul, the
natural passions, propensities, appetites, and instincts, which
are always, when left to themnselves, even in the saint while
in this world, opposed to the law of God, and never cease
to lust against the spirit, in order to bring us into captivity
-to the law of sin and death. The essence of barbarismn is in
the freedom and independence of this lower nature, in the
predominance of inclination, passion, concupiscence, over
reason and will. Civilization 18 precisely in the subjection
of the inferior soul in the community to the superior, and in
the assertion and maintenance of the sovereignty of right
reason, that is, THE SUPREMACY OF LAW.

But this supremacy is secured by no possible secular cul-
tare; for it is the work in the individual, and therefore in
society, not of natural reason and will, but of supernatural

co, of which the priesthood is the minister. It is of
aith, we believe, that man, in his lapsed state, cannot with-
out grace fulfil even the law of nature, and this grace is as
necessary in the case of the learned, the cultivated, the
refined, a8 it is in the case of the rude and simple. No
natural training, no merely secular culture, is sufficient to
subdue the barbarous clements in our nature, and the Chris-
tian maintains his virtue, and the constant predomninance in
his own bosom of the essential elements of civilization, only
by constant vigilance, and continual recourse to the mcans
of grace. If Tie relaxes his vigilance, if he neglects the
sacraments, if he foregoes prayer and meditation, if he trusts
to the training he has already received, to the habits already
formed, or wﬁich have been infused into him by the Holy
Ghost, he loses his spiritual freedom, fails to maintain the,
supremacy of reason, suffers the animal nature, the beast’
that is in him, to become independent, predominant, and
lapses into the barbarian and the savage.
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Thig, which is undeniably trne of the individual, is equall
true of communities and nations. No nation remains ci.vi{
ized without the constant presence and activity of the
powers that originally civilized it, any more than creatures
continue to exist without the immanence of the creative act
which produces them from nothing. In consequence of
retaining always and everywhere in its bosom the germs of
barbarisin, which no culture can eradicate, and which are
ever ready to spring up, blossom, and bear fruit, the moment
the sacerdotal vigilance and authority are withdrawn, or
even relaxed, the nation in regard to civilization remains
always in the state of a minor, and never does and never
can attain to majority,—to a state in which it need be no
longer under the parental dictation, and can safely be trusted
to set up for itself. This has been amply proved by the
modern revolutions in France and Italy, the two most civil-
ized nations in the world; and both, especially France, if
especially France, the moment the temporal order set up for
itself, and asserted its independence, have exhibited a bar-
barism that it would be diﬂ‘l):nlt to match in the annals of
the old Vandals, Goths, and Huns. We have never seen
grosser barbarism than Paris exhibited under the Conven-
tion, or Rome under the recent Triumvirate, and the nations
of Europe, as did those of Asia and Africa, approach bar-
barism just in proportion as they break from the parental
authority of the Sovereign Pontiff. This proves that these
nations have not attaineg to civil majority, and that what-
ever sacerdotal authority is demanded by nations in their
infancy is demanded equally by them through all the stages
of their existence. qu cannot, therefore, agree with the
learned and philosophic author, that the principal error of
Gallicanism was in asserting as universal what is trne only
in particnlar cases. Qallicanism is either universally true,
or it is universally false, and it was no more applicable to
the France of Louis Quatorze than to the France of Pepin
or Clovis. ,
It is not true, again, that the clergy. as Gioberti insino-
ates, rather than expressly asserts, show themselves reluctant
to concede the civil emancipation of nations, and determined
to continue their tutelage beyond its proper time. The
clergy have nevgr shown any thing of the sort, and, if any
fault is to be charged against them, it is the fault of having
been too yielding to the temporal power, of not having
always asserted with sufficient firmness, constancy, an
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energy their own rights and prerogatives against its grasp-
ing ambition and sacrilegious encroachments. If the clergy
have sinned at all, it has not been against the civil order, as
distinguished from the ecclesiastical, it lias not been in too
strenuously asserting the sacerdotal dictatorship, but in not
asgerting it, in siding, for the sake of peace, or now and then
for the sake of their revenues, with the temporal prince, as
mere laics, instead of rallying to the support of their spirit-
ual chief; that is, in doing'::ﬁe very thing in principle that
Gioberti counsels them to do, andy in not doing the very
thing he accuses them of having done. The grasping of
power over the civil order, or tenacity in clinging to it, has
never been a vice or failing of the Christian priesthood, and
they have always shown themselves ready and willing to
yicld to the temporal authorities -all that could be yielded
without giving up the faith, or sacriticing the freedom of
religion, as the carly rise and wide prevalence of what is
called Gallicanism abundantly prove.

The schism is not caused or exaggerated by the efforts of
the clergy to retain an undue control over the secular order,
and those who have followed Gioberti’s advice, and yielded
to the modern spirit, have effected nothing towards healing
it. The countenance sowme of them showed, from 1845 to
1849, to the revolutionary movements in Italy, served only
to weaken their legitimate influence, to diminish reverence
for the Church in her spiritual character, and to please,
embolden, and strengthen the enemies of religion ang soci-
ety,—to give up Rome to the savage Mazzinis and Gari-
baldis, and to subject their own order to a bitter persecution,
which we fear js yet far from being ended. They were
applauded for the moment by heretics and infidels, Free-
masons and Carbonari, Red R);publicans and Socialists, and
some persons were simple enough to regard these applauses
as indicating a growing respect for the Church, and a return
to Catholicity, whercas they really indicated only the
demoniacal joy of the enemies of truth and sanctity, that
the clergy themselves were destroying the Church by brin
ing her to themn, instead of insisting, as formerly, on their
coming to her. When the modern liberalists applauded
Pius the Ninth, it was not because their feelings towards
the Chureh had changed, but because they believed, or hoped
to make the Catholic population believe, that the Pope was
himself a liberalist in the chair of St. Peter; and when he
was obliged, in order to undeceive thein, orto prevent them
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from deceiving the faithful, to protest against their inter-
%retation of his acts, they cried out, “Death to Pius the

inth !” and compelled him to flee from Rome, and seek a
refuge in exile. :

This leads us to consider the remedy proposed. Gioberti
would retain the supremacy of the Church,—in words, cer-
tainly,—and preserve for the Pope the civil arbitratorship.
Yet his means of healing the schism are not the absolute
subjection of the temporal order to the spiritual, as demanded
by his own dialectics, but, as we have said, the union, alliance,
or interfusion of the two orders, that is, of the sacerdotal
and lay culture. As the case now stands, sacerdotal culture
is mystical, excessiveI{ ascetic, and does not make sufficient
account of earthly felicity and the advance of civilization,
or temporal prosperity -of nations; and secular culture is
weak, mean, contemptible, disgraceful, because it lacks the
order of truth, of which the priesthood is the sole depositary.
A true culture and a true and noble civilization are possible
only by the union or coalition of the two orders of culture,
rendering the one less unworldly, and the other more ideal,
or philosophical. To do this is the business of the priest-
hood, because the priesthood is the creator, in the order of
second causes, of avilization.

Religion, throughout Gioberti’s works, as far as we have
read them, is considered only as the grand civilizing agency
of mankind, and civilization is held to be in itself, not indeed
the supreme good, but a real good, which we are to seek for
its own sake. The advancement of civilization for its own
sake, and the earthly felicity it secures, is set forth as a
noble and laudable aim, and as an end to which the Church
should exert, directly and intentionally, her various powers
and influences. After having established his first principles,
and attempted to show that, according to them, all life and
all dialectics are in harmonizing extremes, conciliating oppo-
sites, or contraries, he proceeds to say,— -

*The application of these sevcral principles to our subject is not diffi-
cult. The religious and universal society which is called the Church
and Catholicity is & complex of forces, which, in so far as finite and
having a temporal aim, are subjected to the general laws of every
dynamic process. The action of this grand community is in the preser-
vation and development of the ideal principles, in the two-fold order of
things and cognitions, and therefore works and manifests itself as doc-
trine and asart. As doctrine, it is the guardian of the ideal principles in
their primitive purity and integrity, and the deduction of all the sec-



118 VINCENZO GIOBERTI.

ondary truths inclnded in them ; as art, it is the application of the doc-
trine to active life in order to the production of the earthly felicity of
mankind; for I am considering here rcligion only in so far as it is the
supreme dialectics conciliating human forces on the earth, and the sys-
tem of civilization directed to the temporal well-being of nations, not as
the direct instrument of celestial salvation, or of eternal beatitude.”—.
Primato, Avvertenza, Tom. L. pp. 94, 95.

That the author holds that this mode of considering religion
i proper, and that religion, as a civilizer and promoter of
earthly well-being, may be distinguished from religion as
the medium of salvation, and considered apart, is clear, not
only from the passage just cited, but from the whole tenor
of his teachings. llis primary charge against the Jesuits is,
that they do not seck to advance civilization, do not allow
free and independent thinking, and that they discourage
the developments of genins and the attainment of mental
excellence,—a charge itself full of meaning. He adds:

‘“Understanding (Uingegno), informed and strengthened by virtue,
produces the precious fruits of civilization and science, which are two
inseparable things, since the former is only the practical use and appli-
cation of the latter. To oppose civil progress, and the cognitions which
effect it, is an attempt injurious to God, repugnant to the order and
design of the world, fatal to mankind, and contrary to the spirit, the
precepts, and the purpose of Christianity. It offends God, because
civilization is divine, like religion, to which it is inferior only inasmuch
as it aims directly at time instead of eternity. But as eternity, in respect
to creatures, presupposes temporal duration, and is, so to speak, its con-
summation, he who disrelishes and discountenances worldly interests
prejudices the heavenly, as every one opposes the end who weakens or
obstructs the aids by which it is to be gained. Civilization and religion
alike import the superiority and victory of the soul over the body, of
reason over sense, of will over instinct, of law over brute force, of the
spirit over nature, of man over the other terrestrial beings, and of finite
intelligences over the corporeal universe. 8o that it may be said that
religion is absolute and perfect civilization, as secular culture is an initial
religion, which bears to the other the relation of a part to the whole, or
of the beginning to its completion. Both are alike universal, dialectic,
conciliative: both combat the same enemy, that is, blind and fatal forces,
and tend to repress without destroying them, by subjecting them to the
directing authority of intellect and reason: and hence, as their powers
are gradually developed, they are transformed one into the other, and
their effects prove them to be identical.”—Ibid., p. 140.

This is intelligible, and very much to the purpose. DBut
here is something more.

“The maxims of a falscly understood mysticism, and its abusive
effects, to which science and civilization give occasion, lead many per-
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sons of good faith, but of narrow minds, if not wholly to repudiate, at
least to distrust and discountenance, these two noblest parts of under-
standing. It appears to the abettors of an exaggerated asceticism as a
sort of sacrilege to regard temporal things as of some account, and to
occupy ourselves with them, since our ultimate end, our abiding country,
is not on the earth, but in heaven. Moreover, finding that we are in a
fallen state, and that our present life is intended to be an expiation, a
penalty, it seems to the exaggerated mystics, that to improve our earthly
condition would be to favor the corruption to which it is subjected, and
to lessen or destroy the expiative penalty, which is the only possible
profit to be drawn from it. But this doctrine is not Christian, since,
according to the teachings of the Gospel, nature, although greatly
impaired, is not substantially changed, and the germs of good nestle in
its bosom by the side of the contrary powers. It is, therefore, our duty
to regenerate it, and ameliorate it as much as possible, but not to neglect
what it retains that is good, far less to exterminate it. Manicheism, and
the pantheistic systems connected with it, admit, indeed. the essential
. malignity of the corporeal world; and not far removed from this heresy
are they who, exaggerating the dogma of the Fall, presuppose that it has
changed and perverted the essence of nature. Now, if the natural orders
have not essentially changed, it follows, that, notwithstanding the intro-
duction of evil, the primitive condition of the earth has not varied, and
that it is always, as in the beginning, a place of probation, of progress,
and of melioration to its inhabitants. The only difference there is
between the primitive state and the present is, that in the beginning man
had only to develop and cultivate the seeds of good, whereas now he is
obliged, in addition, to extirpate those of evil which are sown among
them. Hence life, which in no case could have been idle, is now not
simply business, but also toil, or rather a fatiguing business, in which
the duty of expiation does not essentially alter the reasons of earthly
existence, or change in regard to it the universal properties of every
dinlectic work. This, consisting in evolving and harmonizing diversities
and contrarieties, and not in annulling the sound and the positive that
is found in them, is at all times the ofice of man on the earth; and in
this respect our globe does not differ from other stations of the universe
subjected to the course of ages, and to the great law of development.
Now, what else is civilization, in so far as it depends on us, but the con-
tinuous development of terrestrial forces? The conclusions of Christi-
anity, then, accord with thosc of a severe and profound philosophy,
which, unable to deny the co-existence of good and its opposite, must
impose upon us a double correlative duty, the fulfilment of which is
civilization or religion, as referred to this life or to that which is to
come.”—JIbid., pp. 142, 143.

It is evident from these extracts, that the author holds
civilization and religion to be alike divine, and that to live
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and labor for earthly happiness and the temporal prosperity
of nations is, as far as it goes, as much to serve God, and to
keep his commandments, as to live and labor for eternal
beatitude. No doubt the temporal end is to be held infer-
ior and subordinate to the cternal, but it is nevertheless
equally sacred, and is not to be sacrificed to it. The two
ends are both substantive, so to speak, and are to be har-
monized without the destruction of either. The harmoniz-
ing of these two ends authorizes the union or alliance of the
two orders, the two cultures, sacerdotal and secular, or rather
is itself that very union or alliance of which we have spoken.
Hence the author’s condemnation of the mystics, the exag-
gerated (?) ascetics, and especially the old Oriental monks
and the modern Jesuits, whose teaching is, that man should
immolate himself to God, and earth toieaven. This teach-
ing he cannot endure.

‘ Another exaggeration,” he says, °‘is the disregard, the contempt, -

and hatred of profane literature, and that rich, intellectual patrimony
of eloquence, taste, imagination, invention, memory, institutions, which
the ancients have transmitted to us, as if the Christian religion could be
the enemy of that which embellishes, consoles, strengthens, and even
meliorates, humanly speaking, our mortal life, and as if the spirit of the
Gospel consisted, not in the subordination and wise direction, but in the
immolation, of the body to the soul, time to eternity, earth to heaven,—
a supposition most foreign to that faith which is invoked to justify it,
injurious to Providence, and contrary to his designs in the ideal history
of the world; for civilization, although of inferior excellence, is no less
divine in its principle, in its essence, and in its terminus, than religion.”—
1bd., p. 112.

Even Bossuet, according to our Italian Abbate, runs into
intemperate asceticism, especially in his indiscriininate cen-
sure of the modern theatre, and never made sufficient
account of this world. Ie adds in a note to his Del Pri-
malo,—

‘“ A worthy French writer belonging to the clerical order, and a great
admirer of Bossuet, confesses that Bossuet had a very imperfect concep-
tion of Providence, and he excuses him by casting the blame on his age.
‘In the age of Bossuet,” he says, *‘the opinion of the Middle Ages which
requires man to live exclusively for eternity (qui jette Thomms entier dans
Véternité), which treats things of time with a disdainful indifference, and
holds them to be unworthy to draw down the judgments of heaven upon
them, still survived.” He elsewhere asserts that Bossuet was ignorant of
the true genius of modern civilization.”—Tom. IL p. 408.

It is not difficult to understand what the learned, philo-
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sophical, and we wish we could add, pious author means by
‘“intemperate,” “ excessive,” “ exaggerated,” asceticism ; and
the doctrine he opposes to it seems to us to be plain enough.
We certainly are not among those, if such there are in the
Church, who regard religion as inimical to civilization, or to
any thing which is really nseful to men in this life. That
religion promotes or creates civilization, that, so far as
received and obeyed, it provides for and secures the tem-
ral prosperity of nations, cultivates the human mind and
eart, favors science and the fine arts, fosters industry, and
diffuses earthly happiness, we hold to be unquestionable,
and we cannot understand how any right-minded man, with
ordinary information, can pretend to the contrary. Thus
far we certainly have no quarrel with our author, but agree
with him most fully and most heartily. But it does not
do this by teaching us to set our hearts upon these things, to
value them for their own sake, or to make them direct ohjects
of pursuit. This world is not our home, and we are never
permitted by religion to regard it as such. We are, in Aao
providentia, beings with one destiny, not with a twofold des-
tiny, the one earthly, the other heavenly; and therefore earthly
felicity, the temporal prosperity of nations, and the meliora-
tion of the globe and of our condition on it, are not and never
can be our lawful end, or lawfully consulted, save as a means
and condition, if such they are or can be, of attaining our
heavenly destiny,—eternal beatitude. 'We are not permit-
ted to consult them as ultimate, even in their own order, or
to regard ourselves as keeping the commandments of G
becaunse we accept and use religious authority, dogmas, an
institations for securing them. ~Religion knows no earthly
end ; it knows no end %ut God himself, and no good for us
but in retnrning to him as our final cause, and beholding
him in the beatific vision. It does not and cannot, there-
fore, allow us to distinguish an earthly destiny from the
heavenly, and to make it a direct object of our affections or
of our pursnit. Here, it seems to us, is the primal error of
our author. He professedly considers religion only in so far
~as it is an instrument of civilization, of earthly individual
and social well-being, and avowedly waives its consideration
as the instrument of salvation, of eternal beatitude. This,
he must permit us to say, he has no right to do, decause
religion thus considered 18 not true religion, and because, so
considered, 42 78 and can be no instrument of civilization,
no medium even of eanthly felicity.
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Religion promotes, or, if the author chooses, creates, civil-
ization, secures the temporal prosperity of nations, and pro-
vides for earthly felicity, only inasmuch as it draws our
minds and hearts off from these things, and fixes them on
God and eternal beatitude. No well-instructed Christian
pretends that we secure heavenly beatitude by simply labor-
ing for earthly happiness, eternity by devoting ourselves to
time ; but just as little do we, or can we, secure earthly hap-
piness by making it an object of pursuit, or time by devot-
ing ourselves to time. The earthly, in so far as good, has
its root in the heavenly, and time is simply the extrinseca-
tion of eternity. The author’s own dialectics establishes
this, and all experience proves it. We lose the world by
seeking it. W'galth sought for a worldly end does not
enrich, pleasure does not please, knowledge does not
enlighten. The fact holds true, whether you speak of the
individual or of the nation. No nation, even in regard to-
this world, is more to be pitied, than that which places its
affections on things of the earth, and its religion wholly or
partially even in seeking tercporal power, greatness, pros-

rity, and felicity. It never attains really what it seeks.
. Its prosperity, however dazzling it may be to the superficial

beholder, is rotten within,—its apparent felicity a gilded
misery ; and its highest glory is that of the ghastly and grin-
ning skeleton dressed in festive robes and crowned with
flowers, for the Egyptian banquet. Hence our Lord says,—
“If any man will comne after me, let him deny himself, take
up his cross, and follow me. For whosoever- will save his
life shall lose it.” St. Matt. xvi. 24, 25. The reason of this
is obvious enough. Man can find good, temporal or eternal,
only in living his normal life, ang he lives his normal life
only when he lives to the end for-which he was intended by
his Maker, that is to say, his ultimate end, which is God as
the Supreme Good, the end of all things. Whenever, then,
he loses sight of God as the Supreme Good, in itself, or as
his supreme good, he abandons the source of all good, and
falls into a condition in which there is no good for him.

The author tells us, indeed, that he is not writing a book
of devotion, and we are not so unreasonable as to ask in a
work on philosophy or on politics, an ascetic treatise; but
we must be permitted to say, that when he leaves out the
consideration of religion asthe instrument of celestial salva-
tion and eternal beatitude, or the duty of seeking these, and
the means, agencies, and influences by which they are gained,



VINOENZO GIOBERTL 123

he leaves out all that renders religion efficient in the work of
civilization, of securing earthly felicity, and the temporal
rosperity of nations; because it is only by instructing us
in the principles of eternal life, by directing our minds and
hearts to the gaining of our trne end as the one sole business
of our lives, and infusing into us the graces, and furnishing
us with the helps, necessary to gain it, that religion affords
us any aid in subduing barbarismn, in advancing civilization,
or securing the blessings of time. Considered merely as
civilization, or as an agent in promoting civilization, religion
is not religion, becomes merely human, and passes wholl
into the secular order, and therefore necessarily loses aﬂ
wer or influence over it. The author, although not writ-
ing a work expressly on devotion, was, inasmuch as he pre-
sented religion as a civilizer and promoter of well-being on
earth, bound to present her under that point of view in
which she is able to do, and does do, what he claims, and
therefore was bound to present her as the instrument of
eelestial salvation and eternal beatitude, since it is only
because she is that instrument that she is an instrament of
civilization and earthly happiness. :

The author errs, as it seems to us, not as to the fact
of the civilizing influence of religion, but as to the
rationale of that fact. Christianity secures us all the goods
of this life, and enhances them a hundredfold ; but she does
it, not by stimulating and directing the pursuit of them, but
by commanding and enabling usto immolate them, morally,
to the goods of eternity. Hence our Lord says, “Be not
solicitous for your life, what ye shall eat, nor for your body,
what-ye shall put on. Is not the life more than the food,
and the body more than the raiment? Behold the fowls of
the air, for they sow not, neither do they reap, nor gather
into barns, yet your Heavenly Father feedeth them. Are
not ye of much more value than they? And which of you
by thinking can add to his stature one cubit! And for
raiment, why are ye solicitous? Consider the lilies of the
field, how they grow ; they labor not, neither do they spin.
And yet I say unto you that not even Solomon in all his
%lory was arrayed as one of these. Now, if God so clothe
the grass of the field, which to-day is, and to-morrow is cast
into the oven, how much more you, O ye of little faith!
Be not solicitous, therefore, saying, What shall we eat, or
What shall we drink, or Wherewith shall we be clothed ?
For after all these things do the heathen seek. TFor your
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Heavenly Father knoweth that ye have need of all these
things. ~Seek ye, therefore, first the kingdom of God and
his justice, and all these things shall be added unto you.”
—=St. Matt. vi. 25-33. The doctrine here is too plain
to be easily misapprehended. It is not, that you must
seek the kingdom of God and his justice more than
you seek the world, but that you are to seek them as
the principle, and the world only in them and for them,
as is evident from the 24th verse of the same chapter:
—%“No man can serve two masters, for either he will
hate the one and love the other, or he will hold to the
one and despise the other. Ye cannot serve God and Mam-
mon.” If this be so, the teaching of our Lord is plainly
the immolation—the moral immolation, of course, not the
physical—of ourselves to God, of the body to the soul, time
to eternity, earth to heaven,—the very contradictory of
Gioberti’s doctrine, as we understand it,—and that when we
eo immolate ourselves and all secular interests to God,
making a complete and moral abnegation of the whole, all
these ﬁlillgs, that is, all temporal goods, in so far as goods,
and of which our Heavenly Father knoweth we have need,
are added to us, as our Lord here says, and as he teaches us
when he tells us that © whosoever will save hislife shall lose
it; and he that will lose his life for my sake shall find it.”
The principle we here insist upon, that earthly goods are
attainable only in so far as we abnegate them, turn onr backs
upon them, and seek only heavenly goods, not by laboring
to lay up treasures on the earth, but by laboring exclusively
to lay up treasures in heaven, Gioberti seems to us to have
overlooked, and hence his condemnation of the ascetics, his
war against the Jesuits, his great admiration of Gentile cul-
ture, of heathen civilization, and the worldly tendency and
influence of his writings.

The author does not appear to us to be just to the mysties,
or ascetics, for he evidently means to include among them
many whom the Church has beatified, and proposes to the
veneration of the faithful,—the anchorites of the Thebais, St.
Anthony, St. Pachomius, St. Simon Stylites, and the Oriental
monks generally, as well as some modern religious who ha

ned not to be Italians. That some pantheistic and dual-
istic systems have led in the pagan world to extraordinary
austerities on the one hand, and a censurable quietisin on the
other, may or may not be true, for with them we have
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at present no concern; but that the asceticism found
in the Church, practised by Catholics, and especially by
Catholic saints, has ever been affected by any obvious or
secret taint of the doctrine of the inherent malignity of
matter is not true. The mortifications and self-denials prac-
tised have always had another and a truly Christian reason,
—the reason, on the one hand, of discipline, and on the
other, of cxpiation. It is a great mistake, also, to sup
that none but the active orders are useful to others than them-
selves. The contemPlative ordersare, tosay the least, no less
useful. Our Lord did not place Martha above Mary, and we
have entirely misapprehended our holy religion, if even
a St. Simon Stylites was lost to mankindv by giving himself
entirely to God. It will not do to forget tﬂat our temporal
as well as our spiritual blessings come from God, and that
he is moved to grant both by the prayers and intercessions
of his saints. Moses holding up his fnands in prayer con-
tributed not less to the victory of the children of Isracl over
the Amalekites, than Josue, who led them forth to the battle.
They who sit at Jesus’s feet and listen to his words choose
the good and he loves them, and who can tell us how
much he has done and daily does for us poor worldly sin-
ners, in answer to their prayers? Perhaps, if our deserts
were filled with holy hermits and devout anchorites, whose
life is one unremitting prayer, the world would not be over-
run with infidelity andp irreligion ; and we have no doubt
that the prayer and mortitication of a single pious contem-
plative, however obscure or remote from the busy haunts of
men, is worth more for the conversion of the unbcliever
than all that Gioberti or any other philosopher has ever
written or ever will write. Doubtless, all are not called to
be contemplatives; doubtless the saints have done things
which are not to be proposed for the imitation of every
one ; but what men like our author would term extravagance,
exaggeration, or sublime folly, perha}Js i8 no extravagance,
exaggeration, or folly in thew, and always in proportion as
we approach that which is wise in the sight of God do we
approach that which is foolish in thoe sight of the world.
The author in his condemnation of asceticism, and in his
attempt to unite the world and God, earth and heaven, time
and cternity, philosophy and theology, heathenism and Chris-
tianit.y, lay culture and sacerdotal, or, in a word, if he will
permit us to say so, to combine the service of mammon with
the service of God, seems to us to depart from lLis own
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ideal formula, no less than from the Gospel. His for-
mula, a8 we understand it, asserts not the harmony of the
two orders, but the absolute supremacy of the one, and the
absolute subjection of the other. This formula is, L’ Ente
crea D esistenze; Ens creat eristentias; or, Being—that is,
God—creates existences ; as we are taught in the first verse
of Genesis, in the first question of the Catechism, and the
first article of the Creed. It is intuitively evident to us,
but is and can be presented to the mind as an object of
reflection, or of distinct thought, only in language, which is
in its origin a Divine revelation. We accept this formula
as axiomatic, a8 the primum philosophicum, and regard the
author, in having restored it to modern philosophy, vindi-
cated its truth, and shown its fecundity, as deserving the
gratitude of all who wish to be able to refute scientifically
sensism, pantheism, and nullism.

This formula is a synthetic judgment, a priors, and, like
every judgment, contains three terms, the subject, the pre-
dicate, and the copula. The subject is God, the predicate
is existences, and the copula is c¢reation, or the creative act.
The predicate existences is affirmable only by means of crea-
tion, for it is only mediante the creative act of God that
existences exist, or that there are existences, as distinguish-
able from Zns, or God himself. The creative act produces
them from nothing, causes them to be, and therefore their
relation to God cannot be the relation of co-subsistences, or
independent entities, harmonized or conciliated by a middle
term, but must be that of the creature to the creator, and
therefore that of absolute dependence, and hence of absolute
subjection.

his ideal formula, according to the author, and in this
we agree with him, is the ontological basis of all dialectics,—
for the order of cognition must in all respects correspond to
the order of being; and since it is the basis of the whole
created order, it must reappear in every fact of the aniverse,
and thereforein every fact of human life. God as creator
enters universally, and therefore must be represented univer
sally as the subject, in the order of second causes. Conse-
quently there must also always enter or be represented
in the same order the other two termis, that 1s, predi-
cate and copula, answering in their degree to creature
and creation in the order of the first canse. Now,
in relation to the question before us, the subject is the
priesthood, the predicate is civilization, and the copula the
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creative act, in the order of second causes, whence the
formula becomes, 7he priesthood creates civilization. Con-
scquently, the relation of society or civilization to the sacer-
dotal order is that of creature to creator, and therefore that
of absolute dependence, which is the assertion of the abso-
lute subjection of the secular order, under God, to the
spiritnal. The two orders are not, thercfore, two inde-
pendent, coexisting orders, to be reconciled or harmonized
one with the other by a middle term. No union, alliance,
or marriage between them is supposable; for these terms
imply a certain degree of independence or autonomy on the

rt of the secular order in relation to the sacerdotal, which
18 denied by the ideal formula, and is as inadmissible as
the aseertion of an autonomic power on the part of exist-
ences in relation to God creating them, authorizing them
to say to him, in some measure, what and with what qual-
ities he shall or shall not make them. In demanding,
therefore, as he does, the emancipation of what he calls
adult nations from sacerdotal tutelage, or their civil inde-
pendence, and the union of sacred and profane literature,
of sacerdotal and secular culture, that is to say, in order
to speak without disguise, of Christianity and gentilism,
the author obviously departs from his own ideal formula,
and misapplies his own dialectics.

The autgor very properly recognizes two cosmic cycles,
the one the procession of existences, by way of creation, not
emanation, from God as first cause, and the other, the
return of existences, without being absorbed in him, to God
as final cause. God is the final canse, as he is the first
cause, of all existences, for he has created all things for
himself. Now, all practical life, all manifestation of created
activity, belongs to this second cycle, the return of exist-
ences to God. The end, or final cause, is the legislator,—
imposes the law; and God, as our sole end, or final cause,
is therefore our sole and absolute legislator. The law he
-imposes is absolute, universal. God alone hath trne and
complete autonomy, and in the order of second causes that
only is in a secondary sense autonomic which represents
the subject in the ideal formula. Man before God as final
cause has no more autonomy than he has before God as
first cause, that is to say, none at all. IIe has before God,
then, no rights, no independence, but is bound to absolute
submission to his law. The law is the copula, the ligament
that binds man to his final énd, or supreme good, and is
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in the second cosmic cycle what the creative act is in the
first; that is, the law in the order of palingenesis is what
the creative act is in the order of genesis. As there is no

hysical cosmos save mediante the creative act of God, so-
18 there no moral cosmos save mediante the law of God.
As all physical existence is from God as first cause, medi-
ante creation, so all moral existence is from God as final
cause, mediante obedience to his law. Without seeking
God as final cause, as his law commands, there is no proper
morality, any more than there is or can be Loly living, or
supernatural sanctity.

‘he priesthood, as Catholicity teaches, is the sole depos-
itary, guardian, and interpreter of the law of God, and
therefore represents for us the sole and absolute legislator,
not, of course, by virtue of the humanity of its members,
but by divine constitution, appointment, and assistance.
The authority of the priesthoocf then, extends to the whole-
of practical life, and that practical life is moral, therefore

ood, only inasmuch as it is submissive or obedient to the

aw as they promulgate and declare it. There is, then,
and can be, no order of life, individual or social, that has
or can have any autonomy in the face of the Church, or
that is or can be pronounced morally %;):d, save in so far
as subjected to her and informed by obedience to her as
representative of the authority of God as universal, abso-
lute legislator. This, if we understand the author, is what
his own dialectics require us to assert. Secular culture,
-then, in order to bLe moral, in order to have any right to
be, must be the product of sacerdotal culture, receive its
law and its inforning spirit from the Divinely authorized
priesthood, and be in all things dependent on it, and sub-
Ject to it. Hence, the schisin we spoke of in the begin-
ninF is not to be healed by a union of seccular culture
with the sacerdotal, but by the absolute subjection of the
former to the latter, because the former, in so far as it
does not proceed from the latter and depend on it, pro-
ceeds from human activity, not subjecte({) to the law of
" God, and therefore is not moral. -

We do not suppose that Gioberti really means to deny this
conclusion, although much he says is not easily reconcilable
withit. 1Ie earnestly contends that all civilization is of sacer-
dotal origin, but he scems to us to suppose that in a truly
civilized state the proper oftice of the priesthood is restricted
to the dispensation of the mysteries of religion, or the revel-
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ation of God as the snperintelligible, and that the revelation
of God as the intelligible ie free to the lay genius, which has -
the right to cultivate it without any dependence on the sacer-
dotal order, so long as it does not run athwart any supernatural
dogma. 1le very properly asscrts two orders of ideal truth,
one the natural, or revelation of, God as Idea, ur the Intelligi-
ble, and the other supernatural, or the revelation of God as the
Superintelligible. The former revelation is philosophy, the
latter faith, objectively considered. Both are given originall
in language, supernaturally infused into the human mind witz
langnage, which is itself a Divine revelation. 8o all science
is originally a Divine revelation, not a human invention,
creation, or discovery. Dut one part, the revelation of the
Intelligible, though not naturally discoverable, is yet, when
presented in language, naturally evident, that is, intuitive,
or evideut per se. Thus langnage is the medium through
which the mind apprehends it, but not the authority on
which it receives it, or assents to its truth. The other part,
the revelation of the Supcrintelligible, bein% mystery, is not
only a‘};l)rehended through the medium of langunage, bnt is
received on the authority of langnage alone, that is, on the
authority of the hieratic language, preserved from corrup-
tion, and in its purity and integrity, by the infallible hier-
atic society, or priesthood.

The primitive science of both orders was tranemitted with-
out division till the epoch of the dispersion of inankind, but
gince that epoch, or the time of Phaleg, it has Leen trans-
mitted through two different channels, the one orthodox,
running through the patriarchs, the synagogne, and the
Catholic Church, down to us; the other heterodox, running
through the Egyptian, Hindoo, Italian, (ireek, and Roman,
or, in a word, pagan priesthoods. There is a donble tradi-
tion, the tradition of the supernatural revelation and of the
seientifie, and a double channel of tradition, the orthodox
and the heterodox, or the Cutholic and the pagan. In the
orthadox, the Church, or the elect society, the tradition of
the revelation of the Superintelligille has come down to us
in ite purity and integrity, in the infallible language or
specch of the orthodox priesthood. In the pagan, it has
been meoroe or less corrupted, and wholly lost, or so travestied
that it is hardly possible to dctect some traces of it in the
various heathen myths and fables. Yet the anthor seems to
us to hold that the revelation of the Zntelligible, that is, phi-
losophy, the scientific tradition, has been transmitted in

Vou. IL—9
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ﬁreater purity, and with fuller and grander aevelopments,
y the old heterodox or pagan priesthoods, than by the
orthodox priesthood, and that in this respect the ancient
gentile world was superior, if not to the ancient, at least to
the modern, orthodox world. In other words, that the gen-
tile culture, including philosophy and all that pertains to
strictly secular life,—what we call luy culture, for we
recognize no priestly character in the heathen priesthoods,—
was superior to that which obtains under Christianity, and
that we should now, instead of denouncing it as of the
Devil, accept it, and endeavor to effect a union between it
and Christianity ; and this he appears to think we may do
without departing from the ideal formula, because the basis
of this culture was the primitive revelation of the intelli-
gible in langnage, and because it was the work of the pagan

riesthoods, heterodox, indeed, and therefore without author-
ity in the order of the supernatural truth, yet, as descending
from the primitive priesthoods, legitimate in the secular
order, since the loss of religion, as the Council of Constance
has defined in the case of the Wicliflites, does not forfeit
secular rights.* Pagan culture, therefore, may be regarded
as in some sort a sacerdotal culture, and therefore as created
by the ideal, and in its turn in a degree autonomie.

“The speculative spirit,” says the author, ¢ is feebler in the moderns
than in the ancients, If we compare modern philosophy with that of
Greece and India in their flourishing periods, we shall find on our side
greater truth of doctrine (which, however, cannot be said of the larger
number of modern thinkers), and greater rigor of analysis, but not,
indecd, greater, or even cqual, synthetic force and contemplative aptitude,
in which philosophical genius principally consists. . . . . We certainly
cannot pretend that we surpass, or cqual, the cultivated nations of
antiquity, even in respect to moral qualities, such as nobleness of soul,
fervor of sentiment, constancy of opinion and action, magoanimity of
thought and deed, in & word, the several virtures which appertain to
civil life. 'We must distinguish here, as in ideal cognition, the works of

* The lenrned author misapplics the decision of the Council. The
Wiclitlites contended that the prince who falls inte mortal sin forfeits
his civil rights, because, as they pretended, these rights depend on per-
sonal sanctity. This the Council condemned. But the cases are not
parullel.  The sccular rights of the priesthood are the consegnence of
their spiritual rights, and spiritual rights are of course forfcited by
heresy or apostacy. The pagan sacerdocies had, as sacerdocies, no
legitimate sccular rights or powers, becanse they were no legitimate

riesthoods at all.  The members were really nothing but laymen, and

d, as have Protestant ministers, only the rights and powers of laymen.
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men from the effects of institutions, and in institutions themsclves
human inventions from the suggestions of religion. Under its religious
aspects, our civilization is immeasurably superior to that of the most
cultivated pagan nations, and surpasses it as much as the Gospel sur-
passes gentilism; and as religion, the supreme dominatrix, excrcises her
salutary influence on cvery department of individual and social life, there
is no branch of our culture in which Christianity has not effected import-
ant meliorations. But however large the space occupied by religion, and
however operative and efficacious it may be, it is not alone; by its side
is found the nature of man, yielding to or resisting its action, enhancing
-or diminishing its beneficial effects. Civilization, being the mixt result
of these principles, may give place in the same time to diverse qualities,
and be at once good and bad, strong and weak, flourishing and declining,
in the way of perfection and of degeneracy, as the matters on which it
turns are referred toone or the other of these two causes. This distine-
tion is of the greatest importance, and he who does not distinguish accu-
rately between the natural ¢lements and the Christian is in danger either
-of adulating the age or of calumniating religion;—and, in truth, some
philosophers, like Machiavelli and Rousseau, do impute many defects of
modern civilization to religion itself, mistaking excellences for defects,
or confounding religion with superstition,—a monstrous paradox, which
it is now no longer necessary to combat.

“The special characteristic of the modern man by the side of the
-ancient, if we speak merely of natural dispositions, is frivolity. This
.extends to manners, the sciences, literature, politics, opinions, and
Leliefs, and embraces aud pollutes every branch of human thought and
action. The ancients in their bloom, as, for instance, when the Italo-
Greek civilization was at its height, have, in respect to us moderns, the
same proportion that the full-grown man gencrally has to the boy. The
men of Livy and Plutarch, in comparison with us, arc more than
mortal, or we are less than men; that is, in regard to force of mind,
vigor, firmness, constancy, perseverance, courage, and all those qualities
which are alike applicable to virtue or vice; for the ancients carried even
into vice and crime a greatness unknown in modern times. Some would
persuade us that this is a mere poetical illusion, and that this alleged
superiority of the ancients proceeds from the prestige which imagination
lends to distant objccts, and the rhetorical art of the ancient authors,
But this is not true, The facts speak for themselves, and there is here
no question of style, cloquence, or shetoric, but history; for Greck and
Roman facts, narrated as rudely and as nakedly as you please, are still
wonderful. Salamis, Thermopyle, Sparta, Leuctra, Homer, Pytha-
goras, Socrates, Epaminondas, Timolcon, Camillus, Scipio, Fabricius,
Cato, the Roman Senate, law, and jurisconsults, the games and theatres,
the literature and arts, of those times,—alone perfect, because they join
simplicity and polish to force,—stand as unique portents in the world;
and they are so attractive, that, were it not for Christianity, and the
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incomparable benefits with which it has enriched even this life. whoever
has the heart of a man, and a single gencrous feeling in his soul, would
be disposed to murmur at Providence for having given us our birth amid
the meanness and filth of the modern world.  Other parts of antiquity,
and even mediweval facts, are also remote in place and time, and have &
certain poctic charm when embellished by the art of the historian; but
nevertheless they do not approach Greek and Roman excellence.  The
Middle Ages are, no doubt, adiirable for their Christian genius, and the
people then, go far as animated by the Catholic idea, certainly surpassed
the most cultivated gentile world; but I know not what there is in their
annals to admire, except what they directly or indirectly derived fromy
rcligion; and the modern culogists of Feudalism, Chivalry, Gothic Archi-
tecture, and the Crusades, strike me as being little reasonable and very
dull, The knightly heroes, and all those fearless or liun-hearted war-
riors, with their mad adventures and silly love-making, appear to me
very much like those onc finds in Boiardo and Ariosto, and Cervantes,
who hits them off in his inimitable way, 1 am inclined to belicve,
partakes often of the philosophical historian not less than of the satirical
poet. There may be something laudable in their strong muscles and
reckless gencrosity, but assuredly they lack simplicity and common sense,
and therefore true greatness. Their courage is rendered ridiculous by
the lack of worthy aim, and by effort, pomp, and ostentation. We do-
not find in them the prudence, the naturalness, the true valor, and the
sane and tranquil fury of Themistocles, Epaminondas, and Scipio, and
they amongst us who revive the chivalric practices, and fancy themselves
advancing the civi ization of the age, only succeed in getting them-
selves lnughed at. If you really wish to advance the age, and have
really at heart to change its manners and customs,—which, by the way,
is no joke,—leave the old romances and chronicles, and turn to history;.
add the superhuman cxcellences of the Gospel to the ancient spirit of
of Athens, Sparta, Samnium, and Rome; assemble and melt into cach
other Plato and Dante, Brutus and Michel Angelo, Cato and Hildebrand,
Lycurgus snd Charles Borromeo; fuse together these clements, which wer
marvel to find serarated in history, so necessary are they cach to the
other’s perfection, and cause to come forth from their fusion a new civil-
{ization, higher and more exquisite than the world has hitherto knowa.,
This should be the greut cndeavour of the age, and especially of us
Italians,"*

We might easily extract innch more to the same purport,
but this is sufticient for our present purpose, and, unless we
wholly mistake the uuthor's meaning, or unless he attaches a
ridicnlous importance to mere external polish, fully bears us
out in our assertion, that he holds that in civilization and

* Introduzions allo studio della Filosofia, Tom. L cap. 2, pp. 164-168.
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at least the modern orthodox world, and that what is
now demanded for the advancement of mankind is the union
of polished gentilism and Chiristianity ; which, sinee polished
gentilism, in so far as it has any thing not truly of Christian -
origin, or not created or inspired b the orthodox priesthood,
is the product of the lay genius, is the union of the lay society
and the sacerdotal, of secular culture and sacerdotal culture.
‘We are not disposed to deny that the Greeco-Roman civiliza-
tion retained some valuable portions of the primitive revela-
tion in the order of the intelligible, and that these gave it a
certain wortl, in some respects even a certain grandeur; but
we do deny that the heathen world, even in its least corrupt
nations, and in its most blooming periods, retained any por-
tions of that revelation not retainege by the chosen socicty, or
the orthodox priesthood ; and it seems to us not a little
strange, that a writer who makes a boast of high-toned
Catholicity, and holds the Catholic priesthood to be infallibly
assisted and protected by theHoly Ghost, should send us from
it to an acknowledged heretical and corrupt socicty to tind
rtions of truth and manifestations of virtue not to be found
in that priesthood itself, assumed to have always preserved
the revelation in its puritﬁ and integrity. It is not an
ordinary genius that would think of sending one in search of
nre water from a pure to a corrnpt fountain to obtain it.
&ioberti tells ng, over and over again, that philosophy can-
not be preserved, or successfully cultivated, outside of ortho-
doxy and the Catholic society, yet he sends us to the old
Pythagoreans and Platonists, and among the moderns prin-
cipally to Leibnitz and Reid, that is, to heathensand heretics,
to study it. The men he most praises are almost withount
exception heretics, infidels, or at least men of very question-
able orthodoxy and piety. Ile praises Vico, indeed, but
even Vico, as we have read him in a French translation, was
hardly less pantheistic as to the foundation of his thought
than M. Victor Cousin, whom the anthor wars against. 1le
appears to hold Malebranche in high esteem, it is true, but
whether this is well or not we are unable to say, for we know
Malebranche only at second hand. But Leibnitz was an
eclectic, as Cousin justly asserts, and the father of German
rationalism, which Gioberti condemns and refutes. Dr.
Reid was a Scotch Presbyterian minister, a mere psychologist, -
a sort of feeble prelude to the German Kant. 1i‘he Pythag-
orcans, as Gioberti himself confesses, held to the heresy of

strict]r secular culture the heterodox and pagan world sur-
passed,
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the eternity of matter, and Plato he owns was a moderate
pantheist.  Yet it is to these impure and corrupt sources he
sends us to draw the living waters which are to refresh and
revivify our drooping scientifical world !

‘We confess we are not edified by finding the abbate pro-
¥osing, as the condition of producing a higher and more per-

ect civilization than the world has yet known, the tempering
together, or fueing into one, of * Plato and Dante, Brutus
and Michel Angelo, Cato and Hildebrand, Lycurgus and
Charles Borromeo.” Dante would have been improved by
more frequent prayer and meditation, by a more strict con-
formity to the teachings, the spirit, and the requirements of
his religion, which would have softened the asperities of his
temper, sweetened his affections, and relieved the darkness of
his passions, and made him more amiable as & man, without
detracting from his strength, or his sublimity as a poet ; but
we know not what Plato had which would have made hima
more elevated or perfect character. An infusion of St.
Francis of Sales, or of Fénelon, would, no donbt, have been
an improvement, but not an infusion of Plato. Michel
Angelo was far enongh from being perfect, but we had always
supposed that his defect consisted in his being too much, not
in his being not enough, of a heathen, as was the case with
too many of his Italian contemporaries. \What the weak-
minded Brutus—if Marcus Brutus be the Brutus meant,—
the ingrate, the conspirator, the assassin, the self-murderer,
who conspired against his best friend, plunged his dagger into
the only man worthy to fovern Romfie, and when .defeated
fell pitiably on the sword of his companion, exclaiming, “ Q
Virtue, I have worshipped thee as a god, but I find thee an
empty name!”—had which it would have lLeen to his
advantage to possess, we are quite unable to conjecture. We
know nothing in Brutus to admire, unless we are prcpared to
instaurate the worship of the dagger, and to proclaim the
right of every man to assassinate whosoever he takes it into
his head does not understand liberty as he does, or who is
not favorable to what he chooses to call patriotisin.

Then, what had the stoical pedant, Cato Uticensis,—the
Cato we presume the author means,—stutfed with a double
quantity of the superlative pride of hissect,shrinking asa pol-
troon from defeat, reading ’lato on immortality, and cutting
his own throat,—to add to the elevation, or completeness, or
finish of the character of the sainted Hildebrand,the illustrious
Gregory the Seventh, who, not from pride, but from humility,
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never bowed but to his God, and never lost an opportunity
of asserting truth and sanctity, of withstanding the lordly,
royal, or imperial oppressor, or of befriending the friend-
less, protecting the weak and innocent, and helping the help-
less,—who, when sacrilegiously driven from Rome to
Salerno, bore his exile with true Christian fortitude, in resig-
nation, and without a murmur, and exclaimed, in yielding
up his pure and heroic spirit, “I have loved justice, an
hated 1niquity, — therefore I die in exile”? Or what
could the great Cardinal St. Charles Borromeo—the learned,
olished, enlightened, wise, energetic, tender, vigilant, brave,
aithful, and eminently meek and affectionate Archbishop
of Milan, who conferred by his heroic virtues blessings on
Italy and the world, not yet exhausted—borrow to perfect
his character as a man, a prince, a priest, or a saint from
the stern old Spartan lawgiver, who legalized theft, adunl-
tery, and murder, forbade whatever could charm or embel-
lish life, and rejected every virtue not a virtne of the
camp? Really the learned and philosophic abbate must be
joking, or else he must suppose that we have forgotten to
study history.

e ourselves, like most men, at some period of their
lives, who have studied Greek and Roman antiquity, and.
read the classics, especially Livy and Plutarch, have at times
been disposed to rank the Greeco-Roman civilization above
its merits, and, indeed, we have not long since expressed
our views of it in terms not fitly chosen, and which require
qualification ; but we have never dreamed of commending
it in the sense in which we now understand Gioberti to
approve it. The heathen ‘standard of greatness and the
Christian are different, and in all important respects diamet-
rically opposed one to the other. Tried by the heathen
standard, the great men of Livy and Plutarch had qualities
which the moderns have not in an equal degree ; but tried
by the Christian standard, in respect to either of the quali-
ties demanded or tolcrated by our religion, they shrink,
even a8 men, into insignificance, before the great men of
the Bollandists. The principle of heathen greatness is
pride, and if pride is the principle of true greatness, we cer-
tainly ought, with Gioberti, to sympathize with and admire
the Greeco-Roman civilization, and to hold that in the
human order it far surpassed the modern. That kind of
culture which takes man instead of God for its principle,
and substitutes the glory of man for the glory of God, pride



136 VINOENZO GIOBERTL

for humility, and earthly pleasures for heavenly, we believe
was really carried, by the ancient Greek and Roman people,
to a degree of perfection to which no modern Catholic nation
has as yet succeeded in carrying it. Thus far Gioberti’s
doctrine is unduestionably sound and undeniable.

But when it is proposed to combine this gentile culture
with the superhuman excellences of the Gospel, the ques-
tion changes. The spirit of ancient Athens, Sparta, Sam-
nium, and Rome was the spirit of the world, and proposed
as the end the glory of man, individunal or social, and the
embellishment and enjoyment of this mundane life. Now is
this spirit compatible with the spirit of the Gospel? llere
is the question, and we know on Divine authority that it is
not ; for our Lord expressly opposes his maxims to the max-
ims of the gentiles, and tel]); us that the spirit of the gentile,
the heathen,—and, let Gioberti say what he will, his favorite
Italo-Greek or Pelasgic nations were heathen,—was what
we have just described it to be. * Forafter all these things
do the heathen seek,” that is, what shall we cat, what shall
we drink, and wherewith shall we be clothed, or, in other
words, the goods and pleasures of this life. 1lle bids us not
be like them, but “seek first the kingdom of God and his
justice, and all these things shall be added unto” us. There
can be no union between the two, no alliance between pride
and humility, Christ and the world. Our Lord says, Blessed
are the poor in spirit, that is, the humnble; the heathen
adored pride. The Lord says, Blessed are they who weep;
the heathen said, Blessed are they who rejoice. The Lord
says, Blessed are they that suffer persecution for justice’s

e, and blessed are ye when men shall revile you and per-
secute you, and say all manner of evil against you falsely,
for my sake ; the heathen thought thisa calamity, and more
than flesh could endure. The Lord says, Lay not up treas-
ures on earth, but lay up treasures in heaven ; the heathen
said, Lay up treasures on thc earth. The Lord directed
us not to look for our -reward here, but to wait for it
in heaven ; the heathen said, Seek your reward in this
world, and study to enjoy yourselves here, eat, drink, and
be merry, while life lasts, for we know not what comes after
it. Now, though Giobert: talks much about conciliating
contraries, and harmonizing opposites, we have found in his
dialecticsno way by which these two opposite, contradictory
spirits can be reconciled, and brought to operate in unison.
The one can live only by the destruction of the other.
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Hence the perpetual warfare which rages in the bosom of
Christian individuals and Christian nations,—a warfare
anknown for the most part in heathendom, lLecause the
heathen religion chimed in with the worldly spirit of the
people.  As they had broken awzy from the orthodox
1nstruction, rejected the worship of God, and “liked not to
have God in tineir knowledge, God delivered them up to a
reprobate sense, to do those things which are not convenient.
Being filled with all ini(}uity, malice, fornication, covetous-
ness, wickedness,—full of envy. murder, contention, deceit,
malignity,—whisperers, detractors, hateful to God, contu-
melious, proud, haughty, inventors of cvil things, disobe-
dient to parents, foolish, dissolute, without affection, with-
out fidelity, without mercy. Who, having known the jus-
tice of God, did not understand that they who do such things
are worthy of death, and not only they who do them, but
they also who consent to them that do them.”—Rom. i. 28-
82. This is the description which an inspired Apostle gives
us of the heathen, and therefore of Gioberti’s noble Italo-
Greeks, and we_ can easily understand from it that there
should have been in their case a completeness and round-
ness of character, reference had to the order of character to
which it belonged, a proportion between their religion and
the daily lite of the people, which we cannot find or expect
to find among Christians, on the one hand striving after the
sapernatural virtues of the Gospel, and on the other drawn
away by their corrupt nature in the opposite direction,
towards the vices, the crimes, and the abominations of the
heathen.

The anthor tells us, that in civilization there is, besides
the religious element, the human element, and his pretence
is, no doubt, that the human clement of civilization was
more perfect among the cultivated Gentiles than it is among
the moderns. This view we ourselves took when we wrote
the essay on The Church in the Dark Ages; but the study
of Gioberti’s own dialectics which we have since made has
of itself served to convince us that it is not true, and that
the Christian cannot consistently entertain it. Civilization he
makes the creation of the priesthood, and, as we have seen,
he identifies it with religion; then in civilization proper
there is and can be no human element distinguishable from
the religious : for it is only as instrncted and informed by
the sacerdotal culture that man is, or can be, civilized man.
The sum total of the life of a so-called civilized country is,
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no doubt, a mixed result, composed of a religions and a
human element, but this life, in so far as distingnishably
human, is defective, and not yet civilized. Thus farreligion
has not been able to subdue the human element, and trans-
form its acts into religious acts, therefore into civilized acts.
If the priesthood creates civilization, then civilization can-
not be a mixed result of the human and Divine, in any
other sense than is religion itself as exhibited by men a
mixed result, but must be a pure result of the religious ele-
ment acting on and subduing the human. Then, again, if
man is in his normal state only in the Catholic society, how
can it be possible for the human element to attain a more
perfect and exquisite development out of that society, and
therefore, as Gioberti contends, as well as we, disjoined
from the true human race,—the human race living in the
unity of the ideal, therefore in communion with God,—
than it can or does in that society itself¢ If this were so,
we should be obliged to assmmne that the abnormal is
more perfect and exquisite than the normal,—a monstrous
paradox. '

We are pained to be obliged to remark, that Gioberti
nowhere, so far a8 we can discover, recognizes the influence
in promoting civilization of the sacramental principle of our
religion. As far as we have been able to ascertain, he holds
that religion operates as dogma and government, as doctrine
and authority, but we do not find that he recognizes in it any
other mode of civilizing action. Now he places the scat of
barbarism in the flesh, as well as we, and he attempts to identify
civilization with religion, for the reason, among others, that
it gives man a dominion over instinet, passion, the body,.
But religion can, in this view of the case, promote civiliza-
tion only by the means she adopts to give us a victory over
the flesh, in which are the seeds of barbarism. These means
are not simply dogma and precept, for the devils know these,
and believe and tremble, but joined to these mortification,
prayer, meditation, and the sacraments. The surest way to
destroy harbarism is to destroy its cause, or to dry up its foun-
tain. Thisis done, as faras it can be done, by the practice of
asceticisn, and the purityand strength obtained from the sacra-
ments, cspecially, after Baptisin, from Penance and the holy
Encharist. After all, then, the devout mystics, and the pious
ascetics, who, in the view of Gioberti, are rather the enemies
than the friends of civilization, take necessarily as such the
most, and, we may add, the only, effectnal way of advancing or




VINCENZO GIOBERTI 139

securing it. No doubt there-are evangelical counsels distin-
guishable from evangelical precepts, and we are far from

retending that, in strict law, we are all obliged to lead the
Efe of the religious. The life of seculars is lawful, but
that of the religious is higher and more perfect, and the
nearer we approach its elevation and perfection, the better
for us, and the better our influence on the world, both for
time and eternity. :

‘We intended to offer something more,and we may resume
the discussion hereafter, but for the present we nust con-
tent ourselves with what we have already said. We frankly
acknowledge that on many points we have been enlightened
by reading Gioberti’s writings, and had we not read them,
we could %ardly have given the statement we have of the
truth opposed to his errors; we also acknowledge, nay, con-
tend, that his errors do not necessarily grow out of his
fundamental philosophy, but are distinguishable from it,
and in fact opposed to it. They have another origin, and
ought not to lead us to reject the philosophy itself, because he
has bound them up with it. N%verthe]ess, as these errors
chime in with the grand heresy of our age,—that is, the
secularization of Christianity, the rehabilitation of the flesh,
the revival of paganism, and the conceptions of the carnal
Jews, who expected a temporal prince and temporal pros
perity, instemf of a spiritual ruler and the salvation of the
soul,—they are precisely that in his writings which will
give them popularity with the mass of readers, and deter-
mine their practical influence, and therefore are exceedingly
dangerous. They seem also to indicate the practical results
the anthor has had in view in writing his philosophy.
Hence, however sound may be the philosophy itsclf, the
author’s writings cannot be safe, ami) we have felt it onr
dl;]ty to adnonish our readers to be on their guard against
them.

As to Gioberti himself, while we have not spared him where
we have thought him wrong, we have aimed to treat him
with candor and respect. It is possible that he began writ-
ing with good intentions, with the sincere and earnest desire
to ‘)romote the cause of truth and piety ; but the tone and
style of his works are not such as to win our confidence in
him as a sincere, humble, and devout Catholic priest. They
are laical ; and his spirit is proud, his bearing haughty and
disdainful. He stril{es us-as a politician, or as a man of the
world, rather than as a spiritual father. We miss in his
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writings that unction which so charms us in Fénelon, and
especially in St. Francis of Sales, and we cannot help feel-
ing that he has spent an undue proportion of his time in
studying philosophy and profane literature, and has reserved
himself too little to spend at the foot of the crucifix in
prayer and meditation. We are sorry to think so, for we
see in him a man whom God has endowed with extraordi-
nary gifts, and who might be an honor to his country,and a
useful servant of the Church; but so we must think, till he
breaks his present silence, snbmits to the Iloly Father,
responds to the affectionate entreaty of Pius the Ninth, and
sets himself earnestly at work to purge his writings of their
mischievous errors.

ARTICLE IL

POILOSOPHY OF REVELAT!ON*
(From Brownson's Quarterly Review for July, 1861.)

Trne work the title of which we cite is the Second Volume
of the Posthumous Works of the late Abbate Gioberti, col-
lected and published under the editorial care of his friend
and disciple, Joseph Massari. It has been placed in our
hands by a veneragle Italian priest, who has been for years
a professor of philosophy and theology, and who to a certain
extent at least accepts Gioberti’s philosophical views. e
has placed it in our hands with the remark, that as we seem
to have made some advances toward the philosophical and
theological system of which it gives the principles and
method, we probably should ﬁng leasure in reading it.
Whether he gave it to us with a wisE that it should be to us
a guide or a beacon we are unable to say. We have a high
oginion of the genius, the learning, and philosophical ability
of its author, and we have accepted and dcfended some
parts of his philosophy; but neither in philosophy nor in
theology are we disposed to take him for our master or our
guide. We think he had opinions that we do not hold, and
gurposes with which, as we at present understand them, we

o not sympathize. We set up in our youth and inexpe-
rience to be a reformer, and to recast the world in our own
image; we met with no great or marked success, and
we think it is well that we did not, for we have no reason
to believe that the world recast in our inage would be any

* Delln Fiosofin della Rive'azione di VINCENZO GIOBERTIL ,Pubblicato
per Cura di GrusepPE Massart. Torino e Parigi. 1856.
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better than it is now. We did not come into the Catholic
Church to turn Catholic reformer, to reform Catholic faith,
Catholic theology, or Catholic discipline; we try to learn
and hold Catholic faith as the C]mrcfl believes and teaclies
it, and to make the best use of reason in our power in
defending it against the various classes of adversaries it at
present encounters. Further than this no man and no sct
of men can count on us.

The work now before us is unfinished, and in fact is little
more than notes jotted down to be afterwards worked up
or bald statements of principles to be afterwards developed
and applied. It does no credit to the author as a writer,
but it does credit to him as a varied, profound, and fertile
thinker. It is only the outlines of a treatise, a rude sketch,
but it could have been the production only of philosophical
and theological genius of the first order. Signor Massari
says it is scrupulously orthodox, which no doubt is much,
but would Le more, if we were assured that his own ortho-
doxy is above suspicion. But whether really orthodox or
not, the work, which the editor rightly calls Fragments, is
one, like Dr. Newman's Kssay on the Development of Chris-
tian Doctrine, the principle of which it adopts and defends,
that will be variously judged according to the taste, the
temper, the understanding, or the greju ices of the reader.
It is not a work to be judged by sciolists, favorably or
unfavorably. The work is a serious work, an earnest work,
we doubt not an honest work, and on subjects of the highest
and to all thinking men of the most pressing interest, and
only those who are familiar with the higher branches of
thought, and have done something more than bastily run
through Bouvier’s Philosophy and Theology, or even study
St. Thotnas or Duns Scotus are comnpetent to pass judgment
on its mnerits. 1t can be brought within none of the approved
formulas of the schools, and tested by none of the rules
ordinarily adopted by schoolinen, for it rises above all those
fornulas and rules, and seeks either to make way with them
or to elevate and expand them by showing the higher
reason in which they are founded.

There is, even in the case of those who by their natural
genius and studies are not wholly incompetent to judge of
works of this sort, an evident difliculty in appreciating
these Fragments of an unfinished work in which the author
wus cngaged when death overtook him, in the fact that
the author cannot be looked upon as free fromn suspicion.
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All his works, published during his lifetinie, are on the
Index, and though it may be that they were placed there for

litical reasons, or for various other reasons than philosoph-
1cal or theological unsoundness, yet the fact itself can hardly
fail to excite in loyal Catholic hearts some degree of distrust.
IIe refused, if we have not been misinformea, to follow the
example of Rosmini and Padre Ventura, and make the
retraction required by the Iloly See, and he died suddenly
at Paris, as our Parisian friends say, without being visibly
reconciled to the Church. He openly departs from the the-
ology of the scholastics, and makes war to the knife on the
Jesuits, and contends that the theology taught by them since
the General Aquaviva is unchristian. Indeed, he accuses
them of introducing another Gospel than that of our Lord,
and he holds that the definitions of popes and councils are
to be taken only as true in general, but not in particular.
He shows in his writings hardly ever any sympathy with
the great doctors, writers, and saints of the Church, at least
since the earliest ages, and reserves his esteemn and affection
for the Arnoldis, Rienzis, Machiavellis, Alfieris, and Leo-
pardis, who have done their best to repaganize Italy, and
through Italy Christendom ; and although some of these
things may possibly admit an explanation, they have a tend-
ﬁpcy to create in honest Catholic minds a prejudice against

im.

We are by no means disposed to defend the analytic
method of the scholastics, nor are we disposed to maintain
that our modern theologians have always been St. Augus-
tines, St. Basils, or able to compete successfully with the
great Fathers of the early ages. We do not always sympa-
thize with the meticulous orthodoxy of our age, or hold our-
selves bound as a Catholic to defend through thick and thin
even the administration of ecclesiastical atfairs in our own or
in any other country, much less the secular politics of all
Catholics, whether priests or laymen. In matters of siinple
human prudence we believe Catholic laymen, Catholic
priests and bishops, even popes and cardinals may make
mistakes, and cominit great blunders from which religion
and society suffer. We have shown timne and again what we
dare in relation to the scholastic philosophy and that gener-
ally taught in Catholic schools at the present day. We have
provec. that we respect liberty in all its forms, are not afraid
on all li)roper occasions to assert the rights of the temporal,
as well as of the spiritual. We are even now suffering
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much opprobrinm because we have fearlessly vindicated the
province of reason, and in the name of religion herself pro-
tested against the doctrine that we must demolish reason to
make way for faith, or surrender our manhood in order to
be faithful and acceptable servants of God. But, if we were
required <o believe that the scholastics have essentially erred
in their theology, and that the Jesuits for two hundred and
fifty years have introduced a false theology, nay, another
Gospel, and have been unchristian in their teaching, we
should cease to profess ourselves Catholies, and should look
upon the Church as having failed as the teacher of truth.

1e Church teaches through ler doctors, and if these have
failed, as failed they have, if the scholastics and Jesuits have
introduced a false and corrupt theology, she has failed in her
mission to teach. The Jesnits are the last men in the
Church Gioberti should complain of, for from the origin of
the Society it has been their study to show the harmonious rela-
tions between reason and faith, nature and grace, liberty and
authority, the very thing he himself professes to be aiming
to effect, and he knows perfectly well, that the great stand-
ing charge against them is that they have yiclded too much
to reason, nature, and human liberty ; and if he had descended
for a -moment from his synthetic altitude and analyzed
his objections, he would have found that he was really
objecting to them only what he was himself professing to
do. His attacks upon themn strike us as at least ungrateful,
and such as we should expect from no man not deeply
imbued with Lutheran and Jansenistic heresy. We are not
the special apologists of the Jesuits, but we have seldom, if
ever, found thein as a body strongly opposed to a man
whose Catholic loyalty or orthodoxy there were no good
reasons for suspecting.

We have not become an old gray-headed man without
knowing that a man may be unjustly suspected, that no man
can do boldly and energetically the precise work demanded
in his day and generation in church or state withont making
many enemies, without offending the honest people who get
great gain by making shrines for the goddess Diana, raisinﬁ
a clamor against him, and perhaps going to the grave wit
his motives isconceived, and his words and deeds miscon-
strued. Even great and good men may and often do mis-
interpret and do no little wrong to great and good men.
Did not the chief priests, the scribes, and the pharisees con-
spire to raise up the mob against our Lord himself, and per-
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suade them to cry out, Crucifige eum, crucifige eum ! Was
it not by his own people, the people he ha brought up out
of Egyptian bondage, led through the wilderness to a land
flowing with milk and honey, and whom he had loaded with
privileges, and whose national constitution and existence
were founded on faith in him, who rejected him, and cruci-
fied him Ly the hands of an alien? 1f they have called the
master of the house Beelzebub, how much more themn of Lis
houschold? The Christian Church is the Synagogue con-
tinned and fulfilled, but men in the one and the other have
the same nature, the same appetites, passions, senses, prin-
ciples, and motives of action, and to some extent at least
there will always be reproduced in the Church what was
produced in the Synagogue, for Christianity is not and can-
not be severed from Judaism. Our Lord came not to
destroy the law and the prophets, but to. fulfil. Christian
history is recorded in the Old Testament as well as in the
New. We know also that modern orthodoxy is timid, and
its defenders are more read_?' to denounce, to place upon the
Indez, or to pillory a man’s writings than to refute them,
to silence by authority than to convince by reason; we
know, furthermore, that in these revolutionary times, when
every thing is loosened from its old moorings, and is afloat
on a tmmultuous sca of wild and lawless speculations, when
nothing is sacred from the hand of the profane, and the
whole world scems breaking up and hastening to universal
ruin, men are bewildered, and hardly know whom to distrust
or.in whom to contide, or to tell their friends fromn their
enemies. But recalling all this, and making all the allow-
ances demanded, we confess we cannot approach a work of
Gioberti without feeling that the presmmption, as they say
in law, is against him, and that heis put upon his defence.
lle cannot claim the benefit of presmined innocence, and
. therefore that all should bLe interpreted in his favor, not
clearly and undeniubly against him. We say not that he is
guilty, but that he is reasonably suspected, and that his

riends are called npon to free him from suspicion before
calling upon us to acquit him. We say not that he is heter-
odoxﬁmt we do say his orthodoxy is not to be presumed, is
not to be taken for granted, and his writings in doubtful
cases to receive an orthodox sense. 1lis orthodoxy, not. his
heterodoxy, is to be proved, for it is a question in his case
not of condemning but of acquitting and approving, whether
we shall contirn the judgment rendered against him, or
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reverse it, and present him as a man who has suffered
wrong, been unjustly condemned.

The difficulty of settling the question whether Gioberti is
to be censured as heterodox or acquitted as orthodox, is the
greater fromn the fact that he departs from the usnal method
and language of the schools. The schools, since St. Anselm,
if not since St. John of Damascus, have followed in the con-
struction and exposition of theciogy as well as of philosophy
the method of analysis. Our whole theological science is
cast in analytic mou{ds, and expressed in analytic language.
Gioberti censures and rejects this method, adopts the syn-
thetic method, attempts to cast both philosophy and theol-
ogy in a synthetic mould, and to express them in the lan-
gnuage of synthesis, which in modern times at least is
unfamiliar even to scholars and men of science. It is not
easy always to say whether the doctrine he sets forth in its
synthetic form is an old acquaintance or a total stranger.
l’:y[e has certainly made great changes in the human and vari-
able element of theology, but has he not proposed also
changes in the divine and invariable element;) n varyin
the forms in which theologians have hitherto arranged ang
expressed divine revelation to the scientific understanding,
does he not vary revelation itself? Does he leave revela-
tion intact, in its unity and integrity? Human science may
vary from :fe to age, because it is imperfect, and can never
become perfect ; but the revealed truth, faith never varies,
never has varied from the beginning, and never can vary
till swallowed up in vision.

But as faith 18 the word of God revealed to the human
understanding through the medium of human language, the
dogma, or authoritative expression of faith, necessarily con-
tracts up to a certain point a human element. There is in
the dogma of faith, as believed by the human mind, or as
defined by the Church, a human element. And this human
element may vary its form withont losing its truth, or
affecting the truth of the dogma. The Church for instance
has defined that the soul is the form of the body, forma
corporis, and that the change in the Eucharistic elements is
well expressed by the word Zransubstantiation. In both
cases the dogma is true, and the Church gives an infallible
definition, but only when the words forma and transubstan-
tiutio are taken in the scholastic sense, and in giving her
definition the Church had no irtention of asserting the
scholastic doctrine of forins and substances. Now were we

Vor. IL.—10
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to say that in the blessed Eucharist there is no change of
substance, we should appear to deny the dogma of the Real
Presence, and yet we could say so and be strictly orthodox.
The scholastics take the word substunce in the sense of
essence, as that which in the conception of a thing is ulti-
mate, the intelligible as distinguished from the visible, what
Gioberti calls the superintelligible. The essence of the
bread and the wine is changed, but as Theodoret argues
against the Eutychians, their nature and substance remain
unchanged, though confessedly convert2d into the body and
blood of our Lord. Here is a difference of philosophy, or of
the human element, inducing a cha.nge in the form of the
statement, but no change in the essential dogma itself. We
accept, of course, the Sogma as defined, but we accept the
word transubstantiation only in the scholastic sense, not in
the sense of our own philosophy, for were we to do so we
should be obliged to deny to the species after consecration
all the natural properties of bread and wine, which would be
contrary to fact, and indirectly, we apprehend, favor the
error of the Eutychians, if not of the Docetee. The ditficult
point to determine is whether the changes introduced into
the human element from time to time imply any change in
the divine clement or not. If they do, they cannot be enter-
tained ; if they do not, so far as the dogmna is concerned,
they are admissible. :

e are not ourselves disposed to find faunlt with Gioberti
for rejecting the analytic method and adopting the syn-
thetic. The change, in our judgment, was much needed.
Analysis is anatomny, and operates only on the dead subject.
As our old Transcendentalist friends were accustomed to say,
“In analysis we murder to dissect.” The analytic method
presents us truth in detail, in abstract forins, which are dead
and incapable of imparting life and vigor to the mind. It
treats truth as the wicked Typhon and his associates in
Egg'ptian fable treated the good Osiris—hews it in pieces,
and deprives it of life and fecundity. It gives us tl())r the
full, roundly moulded, symmetrical and living body of truth,
only disjecta membra, which the weeping Isis secks in vain
to recover and re-endow with life and reproductive energy.
It is this fact that for centuries has rendered scholastic
theology so barren of grand results, and diverted from itsclf
minds naturally the most vigorous and prolific; that has
rendered it weak and inefficient in face of modern hercsies,
incapable of grappling successfully with the subtler errors
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of the day. The public opinion of the world condemns it,
and it ceases to be able to attract to itself the intelligence of
the age. It wants vitality, the warmth and feeling of life,
and repulses young and ardent souls as a corpse or a charnel-
house. It is a vaTley of dry bones, and all the life we find
in it is the life the student has obtained elsewhere and brings
with him to its study. We accept in the main Gioberti’s
criticism of scholastic theology. It, he says, ¢is particular-
ism, whence its defects and weakness before rationalism.
1. It defends miracles as isolated facts, and therefore the
appear arbitrary, fortuitous, and sometimes mean, little
worthy of God. 2. It does the same with prophecy. 8. It
admits the inspiration of the Scriptures in a purely particn-
lar sense, and thus imposes on theology the.obligation of
defending every passage, every anomaly, &e. 4. It adopts
the same method with regard to cited in the New
Testament from the Old. 5. It (roes the same with regard
to angelology and demonology. 6. Finally, in it the whole
Catholic doctrine is taken piecemeal and broken in the defi-
nitions of the Church. In all these methods analysis pre-
dominates, and the synthesis which follows gives only a sum
—is only a summing up of particulars.”—pp. 63, 64.

No man wio has studied scholastic theos)ogy, Jhow much
soever he may have admired the acuteness, the subtilty, the
masterly analytic power of the schoolmen who astonish us
every moment with further distinctions and abstractions—
bat has felt the justice of this criticism. The schoolmen
give us truth in detail, not as an organic whole, and they
seldom if ever show us the definitions of the Church in
their synthetic relations. Yet Catholic doctrine in itself
and in the mind of the Church is a synthesis, the syn-
thesis of all the relations of Creator and creature, of the
Redecmer and the redeemed, of God and the universe, of
Being and existence, of men with one another and with
theirgMaker and Saviour. All the definitions of the Church
are determined by this sublime synthesis, and find in it
their nnity and their integrity. It is only in scholastic
theology which presents truth only in detached views, or
gives us a summa instead of an organic whole, that they
appear isolated. arbitrary, and withont a general reason,
or reason in the general constitution of things natural or
supernatural. No doubt the scholastic theologians suppose
back of their analytic presentations a grand doctrine, which
embraces these presentations in their synthetic unity, in
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which they are all integrated and become one, but their method
breaks it and prevents them from setting it forth. Nobody
pretends that they deny its reality, but they do not scize it,
and present their particular doctrines as integral parts of
one living whole. Hence it is not the living truth but its
dead carcass our theologians depict and work up into their
systems, for all life, as Gioberti would say, is dialectic, is in
relation, or in the union and joint action of opposing forces,
the great law of all life, which we set forth in a letter to
the gte Dr. Channing, On the Mediatorial Life of Jesus,
published in June, 1842. To hope to form a conception of
the living body of truth, or of truth as a whole, by analysis,
seems to us no wiser than to attempt to form a conception
of the earth’s surface, and of the relations of the several
countries on its surface to one another by studying a series
of detached maps, presenting in detail only one city, town,
or country each. So far as the rejection of the analytic
method 1s concerned, and the adoption of the synthetic,
Gioberti in our i’udgment is deserving of commendation,
not censure, and has given an impulse to both theological
and philosophical science of great importance.

e cannot, however, say that Gioberti has been the first
in modern times to adopt and apply the synthetic method.
Leibnitz and Malebranche, Gerdil and Thomas Reid, the
founder of the Scottish school. and even Kant, in what he
calls the practical reason as distinguished from the specu-
lative reason, make decided approaches to it, while the
schools of Schelling and Hegel, in Germany, avowedly adopt
it, though they are unhappy in itsapplication. Cousin mis-
took it, and ran off into the eclectic method, which in prac-
tice became the syncritic; but his great opponent, Pierre
Leroux, however he may have erred in his principles, adopted
the method as decidedly as Gioberti, amsl
understanding of its application and value. We are well
aware of the repute in which Leroux is held ; we are well
aware of the charges made against him ; but, though full of
errors and treatef always with contempt by Gioberti, we
dare be known to hold him entitled to the first rank among
the philosuphers of Irance, and there is far more affinity
between his philosophy and Gioberti’s, as we find it in these
Fragments before us, than the haughty Italian was ever
willing to acknowledge. Indeed all great thinkers in ounr
age, whether in theology or pliilosophy, lhave abandoned
the analytic method, and adopted the synthetie, and com-

with as fall an -
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menced studying the objects of intelligence, whether made .
known to us by natural reason or by divine revelation, in their .
mautual relations as parts of one organic whole. The fact
is worthy of consideration as a proof that we have reached
our lowest point, that the mind is recovering its energy, and
will attain to a more vigorous growth in the future.

‘We must remark, however, if Gioberti adopts the synthe-
tic method in common with many others, he differs from
the German and French synthetists in one very important
respect. They in philosophizing take up the question of
method before the question of principle. Method belongs
to the order of reflection; principles belong to the order of
intuition, and are given in the creative act. Principles are

iven, not found or obtained by the action of the mind
itself; for the mind can neither exist nor act without

rinciples. They must, then, not only be given, but given
in the very act of God that creates the mind or human
subject. l'I'Yhey are intuitive, and intuition is an original,
immanent fact, constitutive of the human intelligence and
furnishing it the principles of all science as well as of
all reality. The formula of intuition is, therefore, well
- expre by Gioberti, Ens creat existentias, or, Bei
creates existences. This formula includes omne 7e
et omne scibile; for all the real must be being, the act
of being, or the product of that act, and only that which
is real can be an object of knowledge, since what is not is
not intelligible or cognoscible. DBut principles must be
received as well as given, for there is and can be no act of
human knowledge without the act of the human subject. In
all human science it is the human subject that knows, and
hence all human science is subjective as well as objective.
The fact of human knowledge is therefore a twofold fact,
the resultant of two factors, subject and object. The
creative act of God in presenting the principles of science
creates the mind, and the mind, the instant it is created,
receives or apprehends them. Hence the primum philose-
plicum must be a synthesis of the primum ontologicum
and the primum psychologicum, and is at once ideal and

em’Pin .

he principle of all science is intuitive, but the actual
development of science is reflective. Metliod therefore per-
tains to the reflective order and is determined by the prin-
ciples intuitively given. It must always recognize and pre-
serve the synthesis or union of the ideal and empyrical.
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- Reflection uses for its instruments contemplation and rea-
soning. The reasoning makes use of langnage or sensible
signs which represent more or less perfectly the reality

iven in intuition. The error of philosophers is in attempt- -
Ing to determine the method before having ascertained what
are the princirles of science. The defect of the modern
~methods of philosophy is in their starting from a mutilated
formula; either in taking the primum ontologicum or the
primum psychologicum alone as the primum philosofvlai-
cum. In the first case all science is rendered ideal, which
was the error of Malebranche; in the second case it is .
purely empyrical, the error of tlie sensists and the ]]):r,ychol—
~ogis-tds generally, both of which errors Gioberti happily
avoids.

The design of Gioberti in the work which he did not live
to complete is one which all must approve. It was the full
and triumphant defence of the Catholic religion against all
classes of adversaries, but more especially against modern
rationalists. Persons not familiar with. modern rationalism,

esllwcially as we find it in Germany, will find much diffi-

culty in appreciating either this or any other of the philo-
sophical or theological works of Gioberti. His aim 1n all’
of them is to present truth as a whole, in its unity and its
integrity, and to show that the truth as known by natural
reason and the truth known by immediate divine revelation
are but parts of one whole, that God, in the natural order
and in the supernatural, is but carrying out one and the
same grand design, and acting to one and the same glorious
end. The natural and supernatural, reason and revelation,
nature and grace, he maintains, are not opposed one to
another, are not essentially unrelated, but are parts of one
and the same universal plan and harmonize in their origin,
in their principle of operation, and in their final canse. Ile
maintains that the supernatural excludes no natural truth,
no natural good, and he thus recognizes or accepts all the
affirmations of rationalists while laboring to show the absurd-
ity of their denials. He holds, with Leibnitz, that all sects,
parties, and schools are right in what they affirm, and wrong
only in what they deny. In this he is undoubtedly right,
since, as St. Thomas maintains, the intellect cannot be false,
and truth alone is the object of the intellect. Error is not
in apprehension but in non-apprehension. The mind errs, not
in regard to what it perceives, but in regard to what it doce
not perceive. Theintelligible is always true, and the untrae
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and the unintelligible are convertible terms. All sects,
schools, parties, creeds, doctrines are true in what they con-
tain that is positive and intelligible, and are false only for
the reason that they embrace not the whole trath, but take
mere partial views or accept only some fragments of it;
that is, for the reason that they do mnot hold truth in its
unity and integrity. Yet it is the truth held by the sects
which sanctifics to their own minds the errors they mix up
with it. In order to refute them, it is not necessary simply
to point out their errors, but to present them a doctrine
which integrates the several fragments or portions of truth
they hold in a higher and more comprehensive unity. This
is what Gioberti attempts. Ile starts from a formula which
emoyraces all truth in its unity and integrity, and which
enables him to express all truth, whether of tKe natural or
supernatural order, in its dialectic harmony. He finds the
principle of this dialectic harmony in the creative act which
serves as the middle term between the extremes. Thusb
the creative act existences are united and harmonized Witﬁ
Being, and in the creative act the natural and supernatural
are identified.

The great point to be remarked in Gioberti’s method is,
that while he holds the natural and the supernatural are dis-
tinguishable, he maintains that they are inseparable. Accord-
ing to him, whatever is done immediately by God is super-
natural ; the natural is that which is done mediately through
second causes, or the action of natural agencies. The natn-
ral is explicable by cosmic laws; and whatever is not so
explicable is supernatural. All origination is supernatural ;

thus the creative act is a supernatural act, and the cosmos as °

to its origin is supernatural. Christianity, inasmuch as it is
the immediate and direct act of God, is also supernatural.
Reason is nataral, revelation supernatural, because in reason
there is the action of a second cause, and in revelation only
the immediate act of God. Reason does not include revela-
tion analytically, but reason and revelation are never in
point of fact separated. Clristianity and cosmogony are
synthetically one and inseparable, hence the aathor (f;nies
not only the fact but the possibility of what theologians call
pure nature, or the status nature pure. The following
extract will show his doctrine on this point :

“ The perfection of all orders of the cosmos, physical, ®sthetic, moral,
religious, &c., is in the fulness of the creative act, as absolute perfection
is in the creative Being. The first creative cycle contains the principles
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and origin of things, the second the laws of their development, and their
progress and end. Genesis is the book of the first cycle; the Apocalypes
of the second; Genesis is the book of the creation; the Apocalypse of the
palingenesia.

“The creative act extrinsecated is the methexis.* The methexis is
the methexis, that is the participation of Idea, inasmuch as it is the
extrinsecation of the creative act. It is one as that act itself is one in
potential unity (initial methexis) or in actual unity (final methexis.) But
such unity is always actually finite, and therefore, being limited,
includes virtual or actual multiplicity. In the methexis as one and the
image of the creative act externated in it. all is one as in the creative act,
although there is already there the germ or the act (initial or final
methexis) of multiplicity and distinction. Thus grace and nature, super-
natural and natural, religion and civilization, are all made one in the
methexis. Their separation is only mimetic;t for scparation is always
sophistical, and the sophistical has no place in the methexis. In the
methexis there is only dialectic distinction and harmony, potential in the
initial methexis, and actual in the final. Hence to seize the excellence
of the various created orders, we must not consider them as isolated
from one another, for, to see the worth of a thing, we must take it in
its real relations—that is, as it actually subsists. Now, created things
have no isolated subsistence, unless in our abstract conceptions or imagi-
nation. No wonder, then, if taken out of their natural relations, they
appear crude, defective, and unworthy of God. The defects which are
attributed to Providence and to revelation proceed solely from their
being so considered. Analysis leads to atheism, rationalism, pessimism,
for it disfigures, despoils, and disjoins objects by abstraction. Synthesis
alone conducts to ideal cognition, because it takes things as they are in
their entireness. ‘ Creatures are stairs to the Creator,’ says Petrarca, but
only by him ‘who rightly esteems them,’ that is, who regards them
directly in front, not in profile. As for example, the permission of error
and evil is irreconcilable with Providence, if taken alone, but reconcil-
able, if regarded as a preparation for truth and goodness. Oportet
Junreses esse. O feliz oulpa !

“The created. in that it is mimetic, is in time; but in that it is
methexic, it is out of time. Therefore, facts and events which are
mimetically successive and scparated by time are simultaneous in the
methexis: therefore, again, the internal life of cvery force is out of time.
This explains the supernatural in religion. Methexically it is identical
with the creative act and with the palingenesiac act; mimetically it is a
reminiscence of the premundane order, and an anticipation of the ultra.
mundane. The unity of the supernatural with nature is in the creative act

* From ueréyew, hab-o cum alio, particeps sum, to participate.
{From uiunrikos, puiunGis, uuéoua.
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(Idea creative), and in the immanent methexis. So in this respect the
transfiguration of Christ was a partial or momentary raising of the
mimesis which covered the methexis. Christ, as methexic, was already
glorious; only his mortal body was mimetic. The Docet® and other
heretics had a confused view of this, but they erred in denying the
reality of the mimetic state. Thus methexically the partxcular judgment
-and the universal are identical.

‘“Earth is- mimetically opposed to heaven, not as part to part, but as
the part to the whole: for according to the Copernican systcm the earth
-even is in heaven. Heaven and earth may be considered both mimetic-
ally and methexically. The real contrariety is between earth as mimesis
and heaven as methexis, of which it is the symbol. Therefore, the
methexic heaven is the earth as mimesis. Their contrariety is mimetic.
Indeed there is no contrariety in the methexis, but only harmony. As
heaven is beyond earth in space, so the celestial and palingenesiac epoch
i8 beyond the earth in time. But as methexically heaven is in the earth,
80 the palingenesiac future is methexically in the’ present, the continuous
in the discrete. Therefore, methexically the kingdom of the heavens is
the earth—intra ws est—in respect to both space and time, The future
life is present in the same sense. Hence we see how a miracle, a
methexic and superintelligible fact, is numerically identical with the
future facts of the palingenesiac cosmos, and subjected only in the
mimetic covering to the laws of time.”—pp. 89-41.

And also from this farther extract, which we take from
the section on ZThe Supernaturdal :

““The creative act is the dialectic.union of the natural and the super-
natural. But in what do the two things differ, since the nature of the
creative act is the same in both cases? They differ in principle and end.
1. In principle, because in the supernatural the creative act is immediate,
and in nature mediate. 2. In the end, because nature refers to time,
the finite, the earth; the supernatural to heaven. the eternal, the infinite.
‘The supernatural is nature raised to infinite power, that is, nature passed.
from the state of mimesis to that of methexis. Thus the Church and the
human race, inspiration and cognition, grace and free will are all one in
their nature; but Church, inspiration (9corvev6ria), grace are free will,
cognition, the human race raised to the infinite.

‘“The natural and the supernatural, as all contraries, coincide in the
creative act, the dialectic conciliator, par ezcellence. Divided in their
course, they are united in their destiny, and as they are united in their
origin 8o they meet together in their end, that is, in the palingenesia. The
opposition between them, therefore, has place only in the medium, that
is, only in the interval which separates cosmogony from palingenesia.
Rationalists and supernaturalists fight each other because they do not
rise to the principle of their conceptions. There they would see that they
are both right and both wrong. Rationalists abase the supernatural
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to the natural; vulgar supernaturalists do not raiss the natural to the
supcrnatural.  The point in which nature and the supernatural mect is the
creative act. Bymeansof that the two notions stand either for the other,
—ei reciprocano tneieme.

““The mimesis is either external or internal, subjective or objective,
fantastic or cosmic and natural. The oxternal is scnsible, the internal is
affoctive and imaginative. Miracle is the mimesis of the supernatural;
the methexis of the supernatural is the creative act. The mimesis of the
supernatural may be either cxternal (facts) or internal, (myths), whence

thaumatologies and mythologics.
* » * * » * * * » * * *

“ Every force is supernatural in respect to specifically different and
inferior forces. Civilization is supernatural in respect to the bLarbarian.
If beasts'could understand. man would be for them supernatural, as to
man are angels. In proof of this, you see that all barbarians attribute to
supernatural beings, demons, genii, giants, the Fates, S8olomon, Alexan-
der, that is, to divine men believed endowed with talismanic or magic
force, the ruins of the civilization they do not possess and which they
find in their countries.

“The supernatural is in the natural as the individual without the
species, an act without the potential, a fact without law. It is therefore
an isolated phenomenon, But an isolated phenomenon cannot be unless
as a reminiscence or a presentiment; it must pertain either to the past or
to the future; because there can be nothing really isolated in nature, an
act without the potential, or an individual without the species. The
supernatural, therefore, is a bit (brano) of a premundane or an ultramun-
dane order, or rather of Loth, and is cosmogonic and palingenesiac.
Every act, every fact, must have its law, for it cxpresses an idea. There-
fore the supernatural also must have its law, its genus.

“The natural and the supernatural are identified in the creative act.
The natural is the imperfect intervention of the creative act; the super-
natural its complete intervention. Hence the supernatural is the summit,

- the end, the complement of nature and the creative act (hence also its
principle). This is seen in Christianity, which is supernatural because it
is morally, theologically, and civilly perfect religion. But it is natural
because the form of the perfection being possible, it must have place.
Thus Christ is God-man because he is perfect man, which supposes in
him the complete insidence of the creative act. This insidence is the
theandria. Vulgar theologzians make of the supernatural a sophistical
and not dialectic opposite (cxclusive) of nature, and thus distort it and
render its maintenance impossible. Thus they say Christianity being
supernatural caunot be natural, and' it would be contradictory to assert
it as such. Wherefore? Because it is more perfect than all other relig-
ions. But sce they not that the more perfect is as natural as the less
perfect ? that the one must be as natural as the other ?

‘“ The supernatural is not isolated in history, nor does it pertain alone
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.to religion; for there are in history as in nature a multitude of facts that
are more or less inexplicable and thercfore hold more or less from the
supernatural. Chance is one of the words which, expressing the want
of a known law, denote the supernatural. There are various grades of -
the inexplicable, and therefore of the supernatural. In respect to God
there is no supernatural, for every one of his actions is law. His crea-
tive act is idea, and hence a law to itself. T'hes supernatural, therefore,
is simply relative to our cognition, and must change as this changes. In
proportion as new laws become known, the supcrnatural recedes.”—
pp. 4649,

There is no doubt that existences receive in the creative
act two motions founding two cycles, the one their proces-

-gsion by way of creation,—not emanation, formation, or

- generation,—from God as first cause, and the other their

return without absorption in him or loss of their own sub-

stantial or individual existence to God as their final cause.

All things are created by him and for him,—are from him,

to him, and for him. But when the author calls the second

cycle the alinfnesia or regeneration, that is, as we under-
stand it, 510 Christian order of life, he appears to us to
assume that the natural has its complement only in the
supernatural. - This, taken as a fact, may be accepted, but
not if assumed to be necessary. That cosmogony has its
completion or fulfilment only in palingenesia is in the pres-
ent order of Providence perhaps true, but this is so from
the divine free-will, not because necessarily implied in the
creative act. We aré aware of no reason a privori why the
cosinos should not have its fulfilment in its own order.

The cosmos is the world, the mundus of the Latins, the

natural universe bound together, informed, and governed

by the inherent laws of beauty and harmony. It is the
created universe, and is rightly represented as having two
motions, a motion from God as first cause and a motion to

God as final cause. Both motions are given in the creative

act, and are necessary to its completion. To call the second

cycle palingenesia must imply either that the cosmos is
merely potential, or initial in its own order, and is fulfilled
only in another order, or that the palingenesia is itself
cosmic, and therefore natural. The former cannot be said,
because it denies that the cosmos has two cycles, and in
fact denies the very existence of the cosmos itself; for the
final canse is as essential to all created existence as the first
cause. A potential cosmos is simply a divine idea, a cos-
mos which God may, if he chooses, create, but which he
has not yet created. The latter implies a contradiction in
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terms. The natural return, or return by their natural pow-
ers, in the natural order, of existences to God as their final
cause, i8 no palingenesia, for there is no new birth, regen-
eration, or restoration even necessary. The return is only
the fulfilment of their nature. The author gains nothing
under this point of view by his distinction between the
methexis, participation, and mimesis, smitation. The
methexis he defines to be the creative act extrinsecated, and
is, we suppose, what is usually called genera and species,
imitated, mimicked or symbolized in the mimesis or action
of second causes; for, though all creation is by genera and
species, the determination, actualization, fulfilinent, or indi-
viduation is in the order of its genus or species, and
belongs to cosmogony, not to palingenesia, to the first canse,
not to the final. The production of genera and species,
the methexis, may be initial creation, but it is not complete
cosmogony, or the whole of the first cycle, and the deter-
mination, actualization, or individuation of the genus or
species is not what is meant by the return of existences
to God as their final cause, and is only their completion in
the first cycle. It is only actual or complete cosmogony ;
that is, it simply comnpletes the procession, by way of cre-
ation of existences fromn God, and is not even the beginning
of their return to him as final cause, or end for which they
were created.

The author wounld have us understand cosmogony is com-
pleted in palingenesia, or that Christianity is the actualiza-
tion and completion of what is potential, generic, or initial
in cosmogony, and is therefore included in cosmos. Thus
he says, “ Grace and nature, supernatural and natural, religion
and civilization are one in the methexis,” or generic cosmos.
Christianity completed is completed cosmogony. He allows
us never to consider nature and grace, natural and super-
natural, religion and civilization, as generically separated or
isolated. Their separation or isolation is only mimetic, not
methexic, because all separation is sophistical, and the
sophistical is never in the methexis, in which there
can only be dialectic distinction and harmony; that
is to say, generically the two orders are identical, and are
distingunishable only as the initial and final. By this he
denies, first, what theologians call the state of pure nature,
and second, all real distinction between the order of nature
and the order of grace—between the natural and the super-
natural, reducing both orders under one and the same cos-
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mic law. Their separation, he says, is sophistical, which in
his language implies that it is not real, but simply mimetic,
or a passini of the initial to its complement. It is also
sophistical, because then they are not subject and predicate -
of the same judgment, or are two extremes without a
middle, for arguinentum a genere ad genus non°valet, and
if admitted the author would lose his synthesis, or the com-
letion and sufficiency of the ideal formula. But is he at
iberty to deny the state of pure nature? It seems to us
that every theologian must admit its possibility, and pre-
suppose it possible, in all his reasoning. He cannot assume
that man was created with only a palingencsiac destiny,
for the Council of Trent, in its decreo touching the sug
ject, struek out the word conditus, and inserted the word
constitutus, and defined not that man was created, but that.
he was established in grace or original justice, and theo-
logians have maintained—and without censure—that Adam
remained some time in a state of nataure before he was
elevated by grace to tho plane of a supernatural destiny,
from which in original sin he fell. }I)‘?either as he was
before the fall, nor as he is now born, can man claim as due
to his nature the palingenesia. The redemption by the
Word made flesh, and the final Beatitude promised by the
Gospel, are of grace not debt, and were in no sense initial
in cosmogony, and to be completed in the palingenesia.
Man is now born in a state of nature, and has no claim by
nature to the palingenesia, and can merit it condignly or
congruously by no natural act he can perform. No one is-
entitled to it, or can enter into its order till born again, till
a new life is begotten in him by the grace of regeneration
communicated in the sacrament of lgaptism, as 18 certain
from the decison of the Church that unbaptized infants
dying in infancy go in infernos, and can never see God
and enjoy the beatitude of heaven. It is not true then to-
say that the palingenesia is in the order of the cosmos, and
only completes or fulfils what is initial or potential in cos-
mogony, for we cannot enter it by generation. Nor can we
maintain on the other hand that man was created without
a natural destiny. Nearly all theologians, not the Jesuits
only, teach that, though infants dying in infancy unbap-
tized lose the beatific vision, and suffer the pwna damni,
and will never see God as he is in himself, yet they will be
gainers by their cxistence, and enjoy forever some sort of
natural beatitude. Cardinal Sfondrati in a work published
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in the seventeenth century,* maintains that even adults of
the class termed by theologians negative unbclievers—:hat
is, persons who do not reject Christ, but simply lack faith
in him—dying free from actual sin and subject only to
original sin, the penalty of which is the loss of the beatific

vision, will receive a natural beatitude superior, perhaps, -

to the happiness of this life; and the Iloly See, though
earnestly solicited by Bossuet and other bishops, refused to
condemn the doctrine. o it would seem that the author
is not free to deny either natural or supernatural beatitude.
- Indeed the author himself appears to admit both, for in
treating of the eternal punishment of the wicked he says:

“Hell is the perpetuity of the state of fallen earth, that is, to speak
theologically, of man in the state of original sin. Now original sin is

nothing else than the fall of man from the supernatural state (inseparable

from the perfection of his nature) into a natural state. Therefore hell is
the perpetual exclusion of man from the supernatural state; it is the end-
less degradation of man in an inferior and therefore finite state of nature,
as paradise is the exaltation, the raising to a higher state. In saying
state, I say genus; whence the glorified is a trans-humanized man, as the
reprobate is a dis-humanized man. Onc touches the angel, the other the
brute.” Hell thercfore does not consist in tho eternity of evil, as the

_scholastics believed. The oanly thing eternal is the exclusion from the
supernatural good.”—p. 837.

Whether the doctrine of this extract is orthodox or not
we shall hereafter examine. It suflices for the present to
say that the author does here recognize a mnatural good,
since he maintains that the reprobate do not suffer eternal
evil, but are simply excluded from supernatural good. If
the state of the reprobate is not evil, it must be good, for
between evil and good there is no medium. As this good
is declared to be not snpernatural, it inust be natural; but

there can be no natural good for man unless he has a nat-

ural destiny, since all gFod or beatitude consists in attain-
ing to one’s destiny. The fact that this natnral good is
inferior to supernatural good, or that the condition of the
reprobate is inferior to the glorified, makes nothing against
this conclusion. The anthor must then admit that man has
a beatitude in the order of nature, although it may be far
inferior to a supernatural beatitude.

Nevertheless the author seems to us to confound the
natural and the supernatural. lle makes the supernatural

* Nodus predistinatiouis dissolutus . Romse, 16986,
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snpernatural only in relation to our cognition, and virtnally
identical with the superintelligible, since he formally iden-
tifies it with the inexplicable. In his /ntroduction to the
Study of Philosoply, and especially in his Letters on the
Errors of Rosmini, he declares positively that he does not
understand by the supernatural the superintelligible, and he
takes Rosmini roundlg'eto task for acensing him of doing so.
But what is the difference between the superintelligible and
the inexplicable. The superintelligible is superintelligible
only in relation to our cognition, and he himself maintains
that it diminishes in proportion to the progress of our knowl-
edge, “ Il sovrintelligibile, scema col progresso e si accosta
all'intelligibile secondo il corso metessico della scienza. 1l
mistero tende a diventare assioma.” llo says the same of
the supernatural. The supernatural is supernatural only
because we are unable to explain it, that is, are ignorant of
its law. But in proportion as we get the better of this
ignorance, and are able to-reduce the supernatural under
law it ceases to be supernatural. The supernatural exists
only in our ignorance, and the superintelligible only in our
impotence to know; but bLoth are alike relative to us, and
both disuppear in proportion as our knowledge increases.
This is not Catholic doctrine as we have learned it. ¢ Chris-
tianity,” the anthor says, “is supernatural because it is
morally, theologically, and civilly perfect religion ; but it is
also natural.” It is in tho saine order as imperfect religion,
and he permits those who deny it to be natural, to do so
only because it is more perfect than all other religions.
Jt is evident, then, that the author holds that in the real
order, the natural and the supernatural are one and the
same, and that they differ only in their representation to our
intelligence. Now we hold Christianity to be supernatural
not solely because it contains mysteries inexplicable by nat-
ural reason, not solely because it is a revealed religion, nor
solely because it is more perfect than all other religions, but
because, though it presupposes nature, it is not included in
nature but is an or(rer above it. 'We do not know by what
authority, or for what reason the author says nature has ref-
erence only “to time, to the finite, to the earth,” and not
“to heaven, to the eternal, the infinite.” The existence of
God and the immateriality and therefore indissolubility of
the soul, free will, moral accountability are, if revealed
truths, also trnths of reason and provable Ly it. All crea-
tures are mnade by God and for him, and therefore refer to
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him for their final canse as well as for their first cause.
There is a natural religion, for there is a natural bond, to
wit, the creative act. betwecn man and Gad, and man is
bound by the natural law, as well as the revealed law, to
worship God, and therefore to refer all his acts to him as
his final cause, and their ultimate end ; and we need not say
that whatever is referred to God is referred to heaven [nat-
ural beatitude], the eternal, the infinite. Either then there
is another sense in which the supernatural is referred to
heaven, the eternal, the infinite, or there is no real distine-
tion between the natural and the supernatural, and no reason
why Christianity should Le called supcrnatural rather than
natural. :

The author, we know, professes to disfinguish between
the supernatural and the natural, and would have us under-
stand that what he denies is not that they are distinguish-
able, but that they are separable in point of fact, and we
think with him that in treating hoth philosophy and theol-
%gy they should be taken as forming parts of one whole.

o rightly understand the works of Divine Providence, we
must regard from first to last the natural and smpernatural
as coexisting, and co-operating to one and the same ultimate
end. Man finds his ultimate destiny in the union or syn-
thesis of the two orders. In point of fact nature is never
left without grace, or reason without revelation. In creat-
ing man, in the very act by which he creates him, God

ives to him the principles of all science, and he made to-

e first man a revelation of his will. The intuition of the
principles is common to and immanent in all men, and the
tradition of the primitive revelation has never been wholly
interrupted, but 1n a more or less perfect state has been pre-
served by all nations down to us. Never has the human
race been without the aid of the supernatural revelation or
tle assistance of divine grace. The reason, common sense,
and conscience of mankind are formed by the joint opera-
tion of the natural and supernatural. So far as Gioberti
seeks to bring out this fact and establish it as the basis of
his explanation and defence of the Catholic religion, we of
course agree with hin and regard his labors not only as
proper but as exceedingly -valuable. DBut he seems to us
not only to deny the separability of the two .orders, but all
real distinction between them. - 1le says indeed, the super-
natural is distinguished from the natural in the respect, that
it is that which is done immediately by God, while the nat-
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ural is that done mediately throngh the agency of second
causes, and that it has reference to leaven, to eternity, to
the infinite, while nature has reference only to time, to the
earth, the finite.

But these distinctions amount to nothing, for nature is
the immediate work of God, and therefore is itself super-
natural, as the author expressly asserts, and we have shown
that nature, or the cosmos, must refer to God as its final
cause ; therefore to heaven, to.eternity, the infinite no less
than the palingencsia. lle tells us himself that they are
both one in the methexis, and differ only in the mimesis, or
the sensible represcntation.  'We see not, therefore, how he
can assert any real distinction between them. Indeed, he
himnself says that Christianity is supernatural, but that it is
also natural, and he nowhere shows wherein it is to be dis-
tinguished from nature. ’

ow, we have been accustomed to regard Christianity as

a supernatural order or a real order of life, above even our
natural, moral, and spiritual life, into which order no one
can enter without being born again, nerated, made
throngh grace a new creature. Indeed, Gioberti himself
frequently calls the palingencsia a new creation. It is not
then in the cosmnos, 18 neither in the first cycle nor the sec-
ond cycle, if we take the word cosinos in its proper sense.
It includes the cosmnos, if you will, for all nature was
.redcemed by the Word made flesh, and is gloritied in the
lorification of Christ, but is itself super-cosmic, supramun-
ane. Certainly the snpernatural has God for its first and
lust canse, and therefore, like the cosmos or natural order, a
motion from God as its first cause, and a motion to him
us its final cause; Dbut the creative act on which it de-
pends is distinguishable from the creative act on which
nature or the cosmos depends. We know God is one,
and all his acts intrinsically considered, or considered in
relation to their origin in his own unity, are one ; but extrin-
sically considered, as acts extrinsccated, that is, in what
the author calls the methexis, or as placing genera and
specics, they are not necessarily one, and nay be dis-
tinguished with something more than dialectical distinction,
or destinctio rationis. No doubt,when God decreed to cre-
ate man, he deereed also to found the order of grace, because
as regards himself there is no chironological priority or sub-
scquence ; but not therefore are we to conclude that the
Incarnation of the Word was decrced in the decree to cre-

VoL IL—11
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ate man, or to create the cosmos. Indeed, theologians are
not agreed as to the question whether if man had not sinned
—and lLe need not have sinned—the Word would have
become Incarnate or not. The Word is eternal, begotten
before all worlds; but our Lord or the Word made flesh is
only “the Lamb slain from the foundation of the world.”
The Incarnation in the Divine mind would then seem to be
logically subsequent to creation.

hat we caﬂl the supernatural is the new order which
springs from God made man, from the Incarnation, and of
which our Lord is the progenitor, as Adain was the progen-
itor of the human race in the natural order. Our iord is
the second Adam, and stands to the palingenesiac order as
the first Adam to the genesiac or cosmic. Adam is the first
parent in the order of generation, and Jesns Christ in the
order of regeneration, which is the order of grace. The two
orders, then, differ with all the difference between the first
Adam and the second. This, according to the. author, is
only the difference between initial and completed creation.
He says, as we have seen, that “ Christ is God-Man, becauso
he is perfect man, which supposes the complete insidence
of the creative act. This insidence [insidenza) is Thean-
dria.” He says(p. 307): “ Man is made in the image of
God, and is a God that begins, an inchoate God, becaunse
methexical and crescent to infinity.” If this means any
thing, it means that man perfected, completed, or brought to
the term of his progress, is God, or that man grows into
God ; that is, again, creation completed, fulfilled, is God—a
doctrine which the Transcendentalists had made us quite
familiar with long before the nane of Gioberti ever reached
our ears. Yet this doctrine cannot, so far as we can see, be
reconciled with the Catholic dogma, which the author pro-
fesses to hold ; for the god thus attained to would be after
all only a created god, and instead of embracing and uniting
the two extremes of the formula, ' Ente and lesistente,
would fall under the head of lesistents,—the contingent,
and united with 2 Ente, or Being, only by the creative act,
like every other creature. Christ, then, would be Thean-

. dric only in a secondary sense—only in the sense in which

every other man is Theandric. The difference between him
and other men would be a difference only in degree-—a dif-
ference of more orless. Hence, in his Gesuita Moderno, the
author places Christ in the same category with Moses, David,
Pythagoras, Socrates, Plato, Confucius, and other extraordi-
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* nary men; and, therefore, places him in the line of what
Pierre Leroux calls “ providential men.” The author does
well to say (p. 311), his view of the Incarnation differs from
the scholastic view. It differs not only from scholasticism,
but, as we understand it, from the Fathers and from the
Church.

Christ, we must take the liberty to say, is not God-Man,
because perfect man, that is, becanse he is man completed,
whether completed by the mediate or immediate act of
God ; for he 18 at once both perfect God and perfect man—
two natures hypostatically united in the unity of the Divine
Person. Theyg())d that thus unites human natare to him-
self, and makes it his own human nature, is not the creative
act perfected, nor God mediante the creative act, for the
Word was begotten not made,—genitum non fastum,—but
the infinite and eternal God in the fulness of his own real
and necessary being. The Apostle does not say that in
him was the complete insidence of the creative act, or that
in him the creative act had reached its summit, its apex,
but “in him dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead
bodily.”—Col. ii. 9.

This Divine fulness is not the fulness of the creative act,
or the creative act fulfilled, but the fulness of Being.
Hence God with whom the human natare of Christ is
hypostatically united is not creation nor the creative act, but
is literally, in the fullest, and the highest sense of the term,
God himself in his own divine nature. The author, we
fear, in his desire to find the law of the Incarnation, and to
understand it generically, has missed the.dogma, the real
mystery of the Word wnade flesh, and resolved it into the
mystery of flesh made Word, man made God. Thus
he writes :

““The theory of the Incarnation is the complement of the theory of Cre-
ation. In Clrist are united the human and the Divine natures in the
Divine Hypostasis. Now human nature is the universal methexis of the
human species, joined, as the species to the genus, to the methexis of the
Universe. The Divine Hyposiasis 8 the oreative act. Therefore the
Incarnation is the union of Being and Existence, dell’ Ente ¢ dell’ esistents,
in the substance, nella sussistenza, of the creative act, that is, Christ. It
is the ideal formula completed, individuated. Thus are explained the
effects of the incarnation, as redemption, infinite merit, expiation, &c.,
Jor these spring from the Divine creative act united lo the created (existence),
Thus is explained the communication of idioms. This theory of the
Incarnation is dialectically midway between pantheism and dualism, and



164 VINCENZO GIOBERTL

contains the truth of both systems free from their errors. Dialecticism
is expressed by the Catholic formula: Union not scparation of natures,
the unity of person aguinst Nestorius; distinction not confusion of
natures against Eutyches and the Monothelites. llcre we sce the
distinction and harmony of the two extremes proper to the Ideal formula
—1U'Ente crea Uesistente.  This theory of the Incarnation is as far from
scholasticism as from rationalism. The Scholastics consider in the
Incarnation only the individual clement and assert a supernaturalism
built in the air, ultramysterious, incfficacious in practice, and inconcciv-
able in speculation. Rationalism considers only the general without the
particular, and takes from Christianity its historical cfficacy and signifi-
cance, and inducces superficialism. Our theory, (scented by Nicholas of
Cusa,) avoids both extremes, conjoins the gencral (potential and generic
incarnation of universal existencc) with the particular (actual and indi-
vidual incarnation only in Christ), mystery with cvidence, and makes of
the Incarnation at the same time a philosophical and a theological
theorem. Redemption is the exaltation of creation to infinite power.
It is the complement of the second creative cycle,—the teleology and the
palingencsia of the created. It consists of two parts: Incarnation and
Glorification. The Incarnation is the creative act (the Word) individu-
ated in Christ; Glorification is the creative act concreted in the species.
Christianity, therefore, pertains to the telcology and the palingenesia of
the world, of which it is the principle, the potentiality, the effort, the
preparation, and the anticipation. On this rock rationalism always
splits, severiug from Christianity its divinity, or confounding it with
other worships, taking it as a simple symbol of the general, despoiling it
of all supernatural and creative individuality. It denies the telcology of
the world, as through the medium of pantheism it denics its true cos-
mogony. Pantheism denics creation and palingencsin, and is consistent
with itself. Rationglism, unless pantheistic, admits creation, and denies
palingencsia, and is illogical."—pp. 810-312.

We think we understand this theory of the Incarnation,
and, if we mistake not, it is substantially the theory we
ourselves bLroached, though we did not develop it, in the
Letter to the late Dr. Channing already referred to. The
aim of Gioberti, as was ours, is to bring the Incarnation
within the general law of cosmic life, and to make of it
both a philosophical and a theological theorem, so as to
reduce all orders of our knowledge to the scientitic unity, or
synthesis rather, of the formula. ~ We attempted it in what
we called Life, he attempts it in what he calls the creative
act, tho sole copula between Being and existences. With
nus Christ was the life, or union without confusion of the
two opposites or extremes, and therefore nniversal mediator
and conciliator. Clirist was again, the union of the natural
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and supernatural, because living immediately the life of
God in conjunction with the life of the creature, and there-
fore a theandric life. But the difficulty is that the Incarna-
tion cannot be brought under the general law of cosmic
life. It is its own law, and the law, as it is the beginning,
middle, and end, of the palingenesia. The humanity in
Christ, distinctly taken, is under the universal law of created
life, but neither the Divinity nor the hypostatic Union.
The act of God assuming human nature.to be his own
nature is not the creative act which creates human nature
itself, nor i8 the hypostatic union the copula of the ideal
formula or ideal judpgment, Ens creat existentias, for that
would identify Incarnation and creation, and all life would
be the participation of Being and existences hypostatically
gnited, which would imply, if not pantheism, dualism
which is no better. The hypostatical Union is the union of
two logically pre-existing terms, and therefore cannot be
the creative act which does not presuppose two terms, but
%oduces by the first term, the second term from nothing.
e know not, of course, the precise nature of the union, but
we do know that it is not the union expressed by the
copula, nor the completion or fulfilment of that union, for
that is fulfilled in genesis or the cosmos. The creative act
is an act, actual, not power or potential only. The retarn
of existences to (God as their final cause is not the com-
pletion or fulfilment of genesis or the act of creation, but
the completion or fulfilment of the Divine purpose in that
act; cosmogony is the complete production of existences.
“The Hypostasis,” the anthor says, “is the creative act,”
“the creative act is the Word, Verbum.” The Word is
the second Hypostasis or Person of the Godhead: if that
be creative act, what are the Hypostasis called the Father,
and the Hypostasis called the Holy Ghost¢ If hypostasis
is creative act, it must be 8o in each of the Divine Persons,
and then we lose the distinction of persons and therefore
the Trinity. That there is a procession in the Divine Being,
whence the distinction of persons, we of course hold, but
we have never supposed this procession is the creative act,
or that the distinction of persons is the distinction between
Being and' its creative act. Neoplatonism or the Alexan-
drian school did not fall as low as that. The distinction of
Persons (the generation of the word and the procession of
the Holy Gh(:? is ad intra, cternal, and necessary; the
creative act is ad exira, a free act, contingent on the will of
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God. God is freé to create or not, as Gioberti himself
maintains, but he is not free to be or not to be three co-equal
and eternal Persons in one Divine, eternal, and imnmutable.
being or essence; for, though there are not three Gods, but
one God only, each of the three Persons or Hypostases is
God in the fullest and highest sense of the term. We
cannot then call the creative act the Word, or make it a
Divine Person, Hypostasis, or subsistence, without falling
undeniably into pantheism. The creative act regarded in
God and not externated is the Divine power to create, and
identical with the being or essence o?o God, that is, God
himself. Regarded as externated, it is what the author calls
initial methexis, that is, in the language of mortals, genera
and species, not yet individuated, or as. that which in indi-
viduals is determined, individuated, or concreted. The
methexis is participated idea, the Universal of the school-
men, which cannot be identified with the Word, because
Verbum genitum non factum, is generated not created, and
participated idea, genera, species, universals, are existences,
and are God only mediante his creative act. Were we so to
identify it, we should be obliged to regard the Word, since
the Word is God, as the potential or initial creation, and
creation or the cosmos as the completion, fulfilment, or actual-
ization of God, an Hegelian error and the seminal error of
Buddhismn, if not indeed of Brahminism. It is the basis of
the doctrine of Pierre Leroux in his /umanité. The Word
is not the creative act, but the creator, “ All things were
made ’by him, and without him was made nothing that was
made.”

Moreover, if the Hypostasis be taken as the creative act,
its assumption of flesh can mean only the creation of man,
and the life of Christ would be theandric only in the sense
- in which all human life is theandric. The human nature,
like all created nature, would be united to God only medi-
ante the creative ; that is, only as the creature of God, not
immediately as in the hypostatic union. Christ then would
be man, but not God. He might be the most perfect of
creatures, but he would be a creature and a creature only.
‘We can conceive, then, no sense in which the author’s doc-
trine can be so explained as to recognize the God-Man of
Chiristian theology. Indeed, his whole system, as far as we
can collect it, seems to exclude the orthodox Christology,
and to require him to deny that Christ is God-Man, or any
thing more than a divinely created man. We agree with
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him that Christ, the Author and Finisher of our faith, is the
beginning and end of the palingenesia, which includes Incar-
nation and Glorification ; but as he makes the palingenesia
the second cycle of the cosmos, he can include in 1t only
what was potential and initial in cosmogony. The principle
and type, then, of the Incarnation must be in the cosmogony,
and consequently the Incarnation can only complete the
first cycle of the cosmos, as Glorification completes the
second. Hence he makes the Incarnation the complete
actualization or perfection of the initial creative act, as
Glorification is the complete, perfect actualization of the
final creative act. In aﬁ creatures, then, in that they are
creatures, must be the type and beginning of all that is actual
and complete in Glorification; so that Glorification is the
perfect actualization of the potentiality of the Divine crea-
tive act. There must be, in every man, the t Ke and begin-
ninﬁ of the Incarnation, and our Lord can be% eandric only
in the same sense, as we have already said, that every other
man is theandric, and can differ from other men only in
degree, only in the fact that in him is actually completed,

rfected, or fulfilled, what is potential, inchoate, or
incomplete in them. This is all he can say on his s
tem. To make Christ any thing more, would be to make
the Incarnation, and therefore palingenesia, not cosmic
but supernatural; to withdraw it from the universal law of
cosmic life, and declare it, as we do, supernatural, and super-
eosmic not only in relation to our own cognition, but saper-
natural in the order of reality. Thisshows wherefore we so
earnestly object to the position that palingenesia is the sec-
ond cycle of the cosmos.

It is very true, that carelessly following Gioberti, we have
in this Review occasionally spoken of the palingenesia as
the second cosmie cycle, but 1t was only because the final
Christian end, to which through (rod’s grace we aspire, is
supernatural and not in the plane of the natural. We
have called the second cycle palingenesia, not because we
bhave denied the possibility of a natural beatitude, but
becanse God through the Incarnation, enables us to aspire
to a supernatural destiny, in which the natural destiny is
absorbed in some sense, as the personality of the human
nature assumed by our Lord was absorbed by the Divine
personality. In the human nature assumed, the human
personality remains virtual in the Divine which takes its
place ; so the natural beatitude is virtual in the supernatural
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which is provided in its stead. In this sense palingenesia
may be termed the second cycle of the cosmos, not as some-
thing having its type and beginning in cosmogony, but as
superadded, in which the cosmic may not only be completed
in regard to its end, but more than completed, elevated to a
higher plane, above the.cosmic line. In this sense, in which
we supposed Gioberti himself was to be understood till
reading the volume before us, we spoke. DBut Gioberti
does not mean that man, in fact, has his natural only in his
supernatural destiny, thus simply denying the statusnature
pure, which he pronounces an untenable fiction; but he
means that cosmogony can be completed, fulfilled, actnal-
ized only in palingenesia, and that the palingenesia is natural
or supernatural according as it is or is not explicable by our
cognition. In this sense we have never used the expression,
and as it may be taken in this sense, the expression is not
exact and ought not to be used.

Nothing here said, it will be perceived, militates in the
least against the validity or comprehensiveness of the ideal
formula, Zns creat existentias, as we have heretofore under-
stood and defended it; for, as we have shown, all reality
is reducible to one or another of the terms of the judgment,
and is either subject, or predicate, or copula. But we deny
that it follows from this that the union of God with created
existence in the Incarnation is that expressed by the copula,
for it is immediate union with human nature already exist-
ing; otherwise our Lord could not have been called the Son
of Mary, nor Mary Deipara, or Mother of God. The.
existence assumed, in relation to the assumption, was already
created, for human nature was created and existed before its
assumption, and therefore was not created by the assumption.
All existences are united to God by the creative act. All
union between (God and man presupposes that act; but it
does not, therefore, follow that all union between God and
man is expressed by that act. The formula may be true,
and yet God may sustain another than a creative union with
creature, and we know from revelation that he does, namely,"
the hypostatic union. The errorof the author is not in the
assertion of the formula as the primum philosophicum, but
in assuming that all truth is plxiﬁ)sophica , or that every one
of the mysteries is reducible to a philosophical theoremn; or
in denying the real distinction between the natural and the
supernatural. The cosmos proceeds from God as the first
cause, and has a motion of return to him as final cause.
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God mediante the creative act is the principle and end of the
cosmos. So also is God mediante his creative act the princi-

le and end of the palingenesia; but in the palingenesia it
isthe God-Man, Goy1 Incarnate, that is Creator, Author, and
Finisher. As the Incarnation or hypostatic Union is not b
virtue of the creative act, it is not natural but supernatural.
The supernaturality isnot in the faet that this union is a
mystery inexplicable to our cognition, for that may be said
of creation; norin the factthat itis immediately revealed
by God himself, but in the fact that it is a supercosmic
union—a supercreative union of two forever distinct natures
in one Divine Person, as all Catholic theology teaches. The
palingenesia having its first and last cause, as palingenesia,
in the Incarnation is etrictly supercosmic, supernatural,
though it presupposes the natural, and like the cosmos has
God for its first and last cause.

The point we insist on is that cosmogony is not potential, or
initial palingenesia, or that palingenesiais the completion, ful-
filment, or actualization of cosmogony, for palingenesia and
cosmogony are notof the same genus.  The type palingenesia
actualizes is a new type, anew generic principle not found ini-
tially or finally in the cosmos. This new principle—new asa

neric principle—is the theandric principle originating in the

ncarnation, and becoming the generic principle, so to speak,
of anew mankind, the elect nankind, of a new life, into which
individuals enter by the rebirth or birth of grace, as they enter
into the cosmic life by genesis or natural generation, as the
author himself'seems to us to teach in Chapter III. of his /néro-
duzions allo studio della Filosofia. e admit, if you will,
that cosmogony, as a fact, is completed in palingenesia, but
there is more in palingenesia than the fulfilment or comple-
tion of the cosmic type. There is snperadded the fulfilment,
actualization, or completion of the theandric type, which has
its archetype only in the Incarnation. Gioberti makes man
a God that begins, che incomincia, an inchoate God, because
capable of infinite growth—perché é metessico e crescente all
snfinito. Finished, fulfilled, or completed, then, man is
God. This completion may be successive or simultancous,
mediate or immediate, the completion is as to itself the
same ; 8o that it is man that becomes God by the complete
fulfilment of his generic principle. Therefore says the
author, lapice dellatto creativo é la teandria. But this
implies that in the Incarnation it is the human that assumes
the Divine, man that becomes God, not the Divine that
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descends to man—the precise contrary of what we have
understood to be the teaching of the Church :—* The Word
was made flesh.” It is not man that is incarnated, but God.
The Incarnation is not, strictly speaking, the deitication of
human nature, nor its exaltation to infinite power; but it is
God who condescends to take upon himself our infirm and
finite nature,—semetipsum exinanivit. The type, then, of
the palingenesiac life—if the Incarnation means any thing,
since it is conceded to be the principle and end of the palin-
genesiac life—is not in cosmogony, and therefore palin-
genesia is not the second cycle of the cosmos, completing
cosmogony, but a saper-cosmic order, differing generically
from the natural order.

Asserting the palingenesia as the completion of cosmog-
ony, or the fulfilment of the first cycle of the cosmos, or
the actnalization of the potentiality of the cosmos, the real-
ization of what is generic in the natural order, the author is
unable to retain the dogma of original sin, and seems to us
to favor the error on this point of Luther, Calvin, Baius,
and Jansenius, by resolving it into the simple degeneracy
of the human race, or positive corruption of human nature,
as we think will be evident from what he says on the sub-
ject. We translate entire his section on Original Sin, in
which we remark, however, the reader will find much
worthy of his serious consideration, and not to be hastily
rejected :

¢« Adam innocent is the primitive type of man, as Eden is the primitive
type of pure earth. Eden is the methexic earth according to the grade
of inchoate perfection. Christianity, that is, redemption, is the restora-
tion of the primitive type in the case of man, and its fulfilment in the
final type. The difference between the primitive and final types is the
difference between the ovary and the fruit in plants. The union of the
two types in the immanence with the wholu successive series of their
progress, is the non-temporal type, that is, the methexis fulfilled. Bot-
any and all natural history prove original sin. Isolation in the order of
reality as in that of the cognoscible disfigures, impairs, disnatures, slays,
and annuls things, for truth and life consist in relation. Physical, moral,
ssthetic, and intellectual evil, nullity is the defect of relation. Would
you destroy a thing, annihilate it? Take from it all relation with other
things, completely isolate it. Existence in universal is relation (absolute
isolation is a nullity); it combines with the identity of being and crea-
tion, since creation is relation. The isolation of the living from nature
is death; communion with nature (of the individual with the species, the
mimesis with the methexis) is life. 'This denies not that life is internal,
for the internal also is in the relation which constitutes the essence and
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marrow of things. It reconclles the conflicting theories of the Hippo-
cratists and the Brunonians. Isolation is sophistical, for the sophistical
is the tendency of opposites to destroy each other, and to impede the
union. the concord. the relation of dialecticism. Dialectics is relation.
In the ideal orders isolation is the false. Hence the great guilt of heresy
and schism in religion, and the high significance of unity in the dogma
and the hierarchy of the Catholic Church. Would you render false the
truest opinion? Separate it from others. It will at first become exag-
gerated, for exaggeration is precisely isolation; it will then become
exclusive, and lose its essence which consists in relation. For this rea-
son analysis alone is a falsifying chemistry, a false method; because it
disjoins objects without reuniting them, and does not consider their
relations. BSophistry, negative criticism, all systems of misbelief consist -
in taking truths out of their natural relations, by isolating them from
one another. And what wonder that truth consists in relation, since it
is solely in virtue of this that partial truths are united together, and
make one only truth, responding to the objective unity of the Logos?

*¢The theory of relation explains original sin; for the great difficulty
which militates against original sin is, (setting aside the pre-existence of
souls, which, understood as it necessarily would be as a perfect and
personal cxistence, is too foreign from the analogy of nature to be main-
tained,) how can each one of us participate in a fall which occurred
before we existed? But assumed that relation is not something abstract
and mental, but a concrete thing, real and substantial, the difficulty
vanishes, and it is impossible to deny an intimate relation between
the trunk of the human race and all its branches, whatever the interval
of time and space that divides them.

¢ Original sin is simply the degeneracy of the human stock, originat-
ing in a dialectic defect. Man may degenerate as plants, as animals, as
every thing finite. Degeneracy usually originates in the refusal of
matter to respond to the intention of thé artist. In man, therefore, it is
the effect of the finite will, The formation of degenerate stocks (stirpi),
as the Yellow, the American (native Indian), the Malayan, the Finnic,
and the Ethiopian, gives us five examples of a degeneracy gradually
descending till reaching its lowest point in the Negro. Now original sin
is for the soul what physical degeneracy is for bodies. . Nay, the physio-
logical degeneration of the body implying corresponding defects in the
spiritual faculties (wherefore the more degenerate stocks are the more
ferocious, voluptuous, and less apt to civilization), is only an effect of
original sin. Whence in this respect original sin, essentially one in all
men, varies in its accidents according to zones and countries. In this
accidents]@espect the least infected race is the White, the most is the
Negro. Now what is this degeneracy but a defect of logic ? Therefore
even geographically, the further a stock is removed from the telluric
medium, and extends toward the extremes, the more it departs from the
temperate zones and‘approaches the excessive, the further docs it deviate
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from the original type. Thus Europe and that part of Asia correspond-
ing to it are peopled by Whites; the Negrocs have Africa, the least
methexic region of the globe; the Finns and Negroes, the two most
degenerate lineages, divide between them the two extremes, the Arctic
and the Equator. America and Oceania, inferior to Europe and Asia,
are inhabited by reddish and bronzed families, inferior to the White and
the Yellow. The geography of human degeneracy, that is, of original
sin, would be very curious.

‘It is necessary to distinguish in the original corruption of our nature,
the fault from its development. The fault (colpa) is a certain morbid
force which is the same in all men, and in all times; the development
depends on external and physical conditions, and must vary from man
to man, and from age to age. There is, therefore, in the process of cor-
ruption, a8 in every dynamic principle, an exterior progress or regress
which should engage the attention of the philosopher of history. That
process regards not alone the morality of man, although it resides essen-
tially in that, but all the parts of human nature, as those in which it is
more or less reflected or reproduced. Indeed, error in science, bad taste
in art and literature, diseases of the body, barbarism in society, &c., are
only branches of original sin in its development. A Ristory, thergfore, of
original &in is a most essential part of the history of human nature.

“Original sin and redemption correspond to the two dialectic
moments of the battle of opposites, and of their harmony. They are,
therefore, supremely rational, and express & cosmic law. Their mysteri-
ous element is founded in reason. It is born from the methexis. The
transmission of sin in all men is by virtue of the methexic unity of the
species. The redemption of all by way of Christ is an effect of a like
unity. In both intervencs a supernatural element; in original sin
satanophany, and in redemption theandria. But even here there is
analogy with reason, for satanophany and theandria represent the two
extreme links of creation. In satanophany the human race-touches the
lowest grade, moral nullity, fallen beings, degraded (Satan) from an
anterior cosmos (the angelic). In theandria the human race communi-
cates with beings of the highest grade, with God, with Being itself, with
the future cosmogony, with the palingenesia, with the methexis com-
pleted. with the Idea.

““The individual participates of nature, that is, the species, but does
not contain it, for it is contained in it. In the human species ouly two
individuals have contained the species, Adam and Christ; the one as the
beginning, the other as the summit; the one as protological and cosmog-
onic, the other as teleologic and palingenesiac. ‘This explains original
sin and redemption.

““Original sin and the Incarnation are the two extremes; the one is the
greatest discord of opposites, the other their greatest concord. By the
former man is sequestered from God (in which consists moral evil) and
the infinite;in the latter he is personified in God and joined in the great-
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est possible intimacy to the infinite. Original sin is the initial disorder
of the species, of the potential which is badly actualized; the Incarnation
is its most perfect and most excellent actualization. The former per-
tains to the mimesis, the latter to the methexis.

‘“ The sin of the first man, as that of the angels, was pride. Prideis
the effort of a finite being to become infinite. All sin is such, having its
root in pride. Allsin is the attempt of the finite to usurp the throne of
the Infinite; eritis sicut dii. All sin is, therefore, pantheistic in its
essence, asis all error. The cffort of the finite to bocome the infinite is
not in itself culpable, for it originates in the instinct of the creature
panting to join itself with the Creator as its last end, and to fulfil the
second creative cycle. Mimesis tends naturally to become methexis,
The methexis is the finite reduced to pure mentality and thoence con-
joined to the infinite. Hence we gather that the cssence of sin consists
alone in the bad application of a natural principle. The union of the
finite with the infinite, the transformation of mimesis into methexis is in
itself naturally good. It is not by itself sinful,but is even the essence of
virtue, and its fulfilment mediants beatitude. In what then consists the
evil ? Precisely in willing to obtain the end in an undue mode; in will-
ing to attain to it before the time, without merits, and by one’s own
strength; in confounding the reasons of time with those of eternity, the
mundane state of probation with the ultramundane state of reward.
Moral evil is always the good misplaced, thrown out of order, out of
place. All action is good If @ propgs. The desire of Lucifer and Adam
to be like God, and to know good and evil, was excellent; the evil was
in willing to satisfy it unseasonably and by inopportune means. Errors,
as moral evils, are pantheistic, and pantheism is the principle of creation
abused and misapplied. .

“The original fall, the formation of races, the division of languages,
and the dispersion of the human family, arc the first four sophistical and
logical facts of human history. They are sophistical in themsclves and
as a transient mode; logical as they open the way to ulterior harmony.
In each of these facts the potential unity branches out into a multiplicity,
more or less actual, of opposites, disputing among themselves.

¢ Such branching out is both sophistical and logical. The original
fall has for its logical elements; 1, the use of reason (knowledge of good
and cvil), the opposites are good and evil, the true and the false, &c.,
which man knows only on arriving at the use of reason; 2, scxual love,
generation, &c.,. . ..the opposites aro the two sexes and their offspring,
Cain and Abel, familics, tribes, nations, &c.; 8, the introduction of civ-
flization, that is, the first actualization of human power, the invention of
scicnces, foundation of the primitive arts, and the building of citics—
Enochia, Jubal, Tubal Cain; the agriculture of Cain, the pasturage of
Abcl.  The ancients with the fable of Prometheus, and among the mod-
erns Rousseau and Leopardi, are therefore right in attributing the origin
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of culture toa primitive fault; but this fault was also a virtue ( feliz culpa);
and it is as a virtue, not asa fault, that it produces civilization.

‘‘The sophistical elements of the original fall are the excesses which
occasionally perfect and accompany the logical elements. The knowl-
edge of good and evil produces sin, of truth and falschood sophistry and
error. Civilization gives place to a thousand disorders, &.. - Original
actualization or puberty was therefore, in some respects a virtue, in
others a fault; under one aspect a rise, under another a fall. The three
divisive facts, that is, the division of races, languages, nations (all related
in Genesis), were virtues or faults; a rise or a fall, amclioration or the -
reverse, sophistry or logic, according to the respect in which they are
taken. Thus considered original sin is a profoundly philosophical truth,
evident, and connected with the universal order.”—pp. 278-285.

To be consistent with himself the author should not say
the knowledge of good and evil produces sin, but that sin
gives the knowledge of good and evil; not that the knowl-
edge of truth and error leads to error, but that error leads
to the knowledge of truth and error. That is, sin is the
road to good and error to truth; or, as we used to express
it in our rough way when before our conversion we held
the author’s doctrine, the road to heaven runs through
the devil’s territory, and to s2rve God we must be, 'mu%y
.serving Satan. In this case s.n is a necessity in God's uni-
verse, and Satan a loyal servant of God, and the trhe friend
of man, as sings in more than tolerable verse the author of
Festus. 1t is so the author understands the O Feliz Culpa
which the Church sings in her exultation on Holy Saturday.
We in our stupidity had not so understood the words in
which she breaks forth with almost wild joy in view of the
approaching dawn when her Lord shall rise again, triumph-
ant over sin, death, and hell. We had not understood her
to exclaim, O happy fault! to call the sin of Adam a feliz
culpa becanse it brings man to the use of reason, by its own
virtue introduces art and science, builds cities, and founds
civilization, and prepares the human race to rise: to the com-
pletion of its creation; but because exulting in the won-
drous wisdomn and mercy of God, which by providing such
and so great a Redeemer, has made it the occasion of a
greater and more glorious destiny. O Felin culpa, quam
talem ac tantum meruit habere Redemptorem! 1t was not
a happy fault in itself, it was not a haEpy fault in its nataral
consequences, but was made so by the love and mercy of
God that in so great and so glorious a manner redeemed it
and overcame it with good. It is not the sin, but the grace
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and bounty of God, so %reat that it covers over the sinful-
ness of sin, or wrests from sin its vietory, in which she
exults, and goes almost wild with her gratitude and joy.

The author rightly places the root of all sin in pride,
and rightly defines pride to be the effort of the finite to
usarp the throne of the infinite. *Ye shall be as gods,”
was the temptation. But when, in ordey to bring out the
logical side of pride and to defend it, he makes pride cssen-
tially the instinctive desire of the finite to unite itself with
the infinite, or to attain to God as its complement-and final
cause, he is in another order of ideas, and is speaking not
of pride, but of love, in fact of humility, the root of all
love in the creature, for all love in the creature originates
in the sense of its own insufficiency and the worth of the
beloved. Pride seeks to be as God, love seeks to be united
to God, and to lose itself in God. Pride would be God,
love would be God's, and have God all in all. The anthor,
when he says pride would usurp the throne of the infinite,
gives its true nature; but when he says it is essentially the
aspiration of the finite to the infinite as its complement, or
as its final cause, he changes its nature and confounds it
with love or hamility, the root of all virtue. We cannot
then agree that original sin originated in the desire of ful-
filling our destiny, and of attaining to God as our last end,
as our supreme Good, as well as the snpreme Good in itself,
and that its sinfulness or fault consists only in willing it
unseasonably and mal @ propos, before its time, and out of
its place. e prefer rather to say, with all our theologians,
that sin is an abuse of free will, and consists in turning from
God to the creature, and seeking our beatitnde in the cre-
ated instead of the Creator. The desire of Adam could not
have been the knowledge of good and evil, for he alrcady
had that knowledge or he could not have sinned, but to
know good and evil independently, or from himself as God
knows thein, not as tanght them in the law of.a superior, or
as learning themn from a master. It was the master that he
would get rid of, and it was the law imposed by a superior
from which he would emancipate himself.

The author says, “ Origina? gin is nothing else than the
degeneracy of the race.” We should call the degeneracy of
the race the effect and penalty of original sin, rather than
original sin itself. No doubt man by the fall became dete- |
riorated in both body and mind. The author explains very
well the principle on which original sin is propagated or
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transmitted to all the posterity of Adam, namely, the unity
of the race, the metliexic or gencric identity of all men, and-
the life of individuals by commerce with the species, a prin-
ciple which is denied by the Conceptualists and Nominal-
ists. DBut he does not explain to us in what original sin
consisted, or what it was from which man in it fell. “Adam-
innocent was the type of the primitive man.” This, if it
means any thing, means not that Adam was the primitive-
mun, but that he was man in the primitive state of human-
nature. Now it is precisely that primitive state we would
have defined. The Council of Trent says, man lost by
original sin the justice and sanctity in which he was consti-
tuted, and becamme deteriorated in both mind and body.
‘Was that original righteousness in the order of nature, and
was the fall, the deterioration, the corrnption, or the loss of
our natural spiritual faculties to attain to or to live it? So-
say Luther, Calvin, Baius, and the Jansenists, and so the
author himself would seem to say, for though he admits the
supernatural, it is only as to the means, not as to the prin-
ciple or end. Satanic intervention is admitted as tempting
man to sin, and the intervention of Christ is also admnitted,
but only to redeem from sin, and both satanophany and the-
andria are resolved into rational truths, the one into the cul-
mination of discord, the other into the culinination of con-
cord. Original sin, then, can be only a siinple degeneracy
or corruption of human nature, which, as we understand it,
is by implication condemned in the condemnation of the
85th proposition of Baius: “God could not have created
man from the first such as ho is now born,”—the fundamental
proposition of the Luthcrans, Calvinists, and Jansenists.
According to the doctrine of Catholic theologians, as we had-
supposed of the Catholic Church herself, original sin con-
sists essentially in the loss of original righteousness, in which
man before his fall was constituted, and certain gifts or
endowments which, though in the natural order, and ecssen-
tial to what is called integral nature, are not essential or due-
to pure nature, and are therefore called indebita. The con-
scquences of the fall consist in bein& despoiled of the origi-
nal righteousncss, and stript of these'gifts or indebita. The
original rightcousness is not in the natural but in the super-
patural, and man being constituted in it was raised to the
plane of a destiny that could not be attained to by the full
and normal devclopment and use of his natural faculties, and
hence constituted in that state his nature is called elevated:
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nature—natura elevata. Adam by his prevarication was
despoiled of this original supernatural righteousness, and,as
he was both the generic and federal head in the order of

nesis of mankind, all men were despoiled of it in him.

he deterioration of nature which followed the loss of the

supernatural righteousness was the loss of integral nature,
or the indebita; that is, of the complete subjection of the
body to the mind, the inferior soul to the hig})er, the appe-
tites, passions, and senses to reason, and reason to the law
of God, and exemption from pain, sickness, and death of
the body, whence follow all the moral and physical dis-
cases and disorders which afflict our race, and under
which the creation groaneth in pain, sighing for deliver-
ance. This is Catholic doctrine as it has been taught to
us. According to this the loss by original sin was the
loss of supernatural justice and holiness, together with inte-
gral nature, and only a negative deterioration of nature
regarded as pure nature. But the anthor makes no account
of this original justice, denies by implication that man either
had in innocence supernatural righteousness, or by sin lost
any righteousness above nature, and defines original sin to
be nothing else than a degeneracy of human nature. As
he makes redemption the simple restoration of man to
integral nature, theandria the simple fulfilment of his
nature, it is clear that he recognizes no real distinction of
orders between the natural and supernatural. The super-
natural is simply in our ignorance, as the superintelligible is
in our impotence to know. If this is not pure naturalism
and rationalism we know not what would be.

‘We are by no means satisfied with the author’s doctrine
as to the dialectic character of original sin. Dialectics or
logic, according to the anthor, has its type and model in the
ideal judgment, Enrs creat existentias, in which the creative
act is the copula or middle term uniting the two extremes,
ens and existentias. Thearchetype or prototype is in the Holy
Trinity, whence the Verbum or Word is the copula or
middle term uniting the two extremnes, Father and Iloly
Ghost, asserted in the Filiogue, or the procession of the
Holy Ghost from the Father and the Son, or as the Grecks
perh;ps with more philosophical precision express it, “ from
the Father throngh the Son,” meaning thereby to deny
.what they supposed the Latins asserted, that the IToly Ghost

roceeds from two principles, and to assert that he proceeds

m one principle only, which is true, if we understand by
Vor. .12 .
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principle as the Greeks do, principle in its strict sense, as
primordial or first principle. But this placing the proto-
t{pe of logic in the union of the three Persons of the Godhead
through the medium of the Logos or second term is going
beyond the spliere of our investigation, and plunging deeper
into the superintelligible essence of God than we dare ven-
ture. Logic is undoubtedly derived from Logos (4dy0z), and
is in some way connected with the Logos or tie second Per-
son in the Trinity, we concede, for the Logos is the true
light which enlighteneth every man coming into this world.
Tiat the archetypo of all creation is in the Divine Being,
which is essential unity in three Persons, we firmly holg,
but that the Logos is the creative act, and the middle term
uniting two extremes, whence logic or dialectics, is more
than we are prepared to assert, for as we have shown the dis-
tinction between the Divine essence and the creative act is
not the distinction or principle of the distinction of Persons
in the Godbead. In the creation, the whole Trinity acts in
the unity of essence, as is asserted in the ideal fornula.
That God is, as St. Thomas says, similitudo rerum omnium,
we hold. and must hold, so long as we maintain that in him
is the idea exemplaris of every thing he creates, but at the
same time we do not feel ourselves able to trace the similitude
in all things.

Leaving all speculations in this superintelligible region,
we are willing to take the ideal formula as the universal
dialectic type. DBut in this formula the copula does not
simply unite the two extremes, is not the middle term bring-
ing two opposites or contraries into harmony, and it is not
just to say that God and existences are tvo extremes, or two
ol}:posites united, conciliated, and brought into harmony by
the creative act, as we told the anthor some years ago, during
his lifetime, for the ens by the creative act places existentias,
and so far from the creative act bringing existences into
harmony and union with ens, they are themsclves that act
itself in its extrinsic terminus. Gioberti hinself defines
in a previous work existence or creation “ the extrinsecation
of the creativeact.” The creative act does not simply unite
the predicate to the subject, but by it the subject produces.
the predicate. The author falls, we fear, in applying his
formula, into the very pantheisin the formula itseﬁf refutes.
Indeed in this posthuinous work he half frightens us.
Identifying as he does the creative act with the Word or
Hypostasis, thus making it immanent in the divine Essence,
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and asserting it as the middle term uniting being and exist-
ences as two extremes, as two opposites, or contraries, we see
not how it is Fossible for him to escape the pantheism
charged against him; for if the act is iinmanent in being so
must be the effect, and then the procession of existences is
in being, not from being, and the opposites reconciled are
the contrarieties of being itself. So interpreted the Jesuit
fathers at Rome have been right in rejecting his formula as

ntheistic. The archetype of the creative act is immanent
in God as are all archetypes, but not the act, for if it were
the distinction between being and existences would be the
immanent distinction or procession of persons in the God-
head. The author shoultf have studied Schleiermacher and
the Orientals less, and St. Augustine, St. Anselm, St.
Thomas, and the definitions of the Church more.

If we take the ideal formula as the model of the logical
juggment, we must understand that the subject creates or
produces the predicate either really in the order of being, or
mtelligibly in the order of science. We cannot sa then
with the author that truth and life are in relation ver-
std ¢ la vita versano nella relazione, that is, the reality is
in the relation, not in the related,—a doctrine we thought
he had forever exploded in his /ntroduzione allo Studio
della Filosofia, especially in his Degle Error: di f2osmina.
Indeed, if we are to take the volume before us as an au-
thentic statement of his doctrine, we have been most egre-
giously deceived, and have given him credit for a philoso-
phy which he has never defended, and which was ours
rather than his. He speaks in this volume of concrete,
real, substantial relations, and- resolves the essence of bein
into relation. If the essence of things be relation, pray, te
ns what is related ? Being is not relation, for it is independ-
ent, self-existent, real, necessary, absolute, as Gioberti has
maintained in his criticism on the ens in genere of Rosmini.
‘There are real relations in the sense that real things are
really related, but the relation considered in itself, as pre-
scinded from the related, is a mere abstraction and thereforo
a nullity. Things are really related to God their Creator,
and are nothing out of that relation, that is, out of or sev-
ered from the creative act that produces them, but the con-
trary is not trne. God is not only in relation to creatures,
or only in relation to his creative act. He was under no
necessity, external or internal to create, and creation pro-
duces no change in him. To be is not in to do, as our old
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Transcendentalist friends maintained, nor is God being only
in creating, nor does he actualize his possibility in creating
existences. Creation is not infinite abyss or void become
ﬁl;n'onm or plenum, God is not possible being, but actunal

ing, actus purissimus, as say the schoolmen after
Aristotle.

According to the author’s doctrine ens simpliciter would
be the most sophistical of all possible conceptions, and yet
he had in a former work told us PZEnte can stand alone,
and that 7 Ente é, Being is, is a-true judgment. The sophist-
ical is taking the extremes without their middle term,
out of their relations. If all truth and life are in relation,
how can being is be a true judgment, since being is, says no-
" more nor less than ens sumpliciter, at least expresses no
relation, for ens and est are identical ? Hence, God reveals
his name to Moses, as I am, Sum Qur Sum. The relation
between being and existence is not reciprocal or mutual-
To conceive of God as existing apart from his works, or as
not creator, would be sophistical, and consequently false.
Therefore we must conceive of him as nccessarily creator,
and therefore of creation as necessary, which conducts us to-
pantheism.

But in the application of dialectics, the author forgets
that the type of dialectics is in the ideal fornula, accord-
ing to which the subject produces the predicate. The medius
terminus unites the subject and predicate not as two extremes
and two opposites, for the opposite of being is not existence,
but nothing, which since it is nothing cannot be united, and
the author 1s not to be followed when he defines existence
the union of being and nothing, mediante the creative
act, or the medium between being and nothing, for
between being and nothing there is no medium, and exist-
ence in that 1t is something is not nothing. But in his
application he conceives the subject not as creating the
predicate, but the subject and predicate as the two opposites
or extremes. Thus the Negroes and Finns or Lapps are
sophistical hecause they dwell at the two extremes, one at
the extreme north, the other at the equator. Africa is the
most sophistical quarter of the globe, because it is the most
exposed to the extreme heat. The white races are the most
dialectic, the most logical, becaunse they inhabit the medinm,
the temnperate zones. Hence we suppose is to be explained
the fact that in our country the extreme abolitionists
are at the extreme north, and the extreme fire-eaters are at
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the extreme south. As our continent is less methexic, less
dialectic than Europo and Asia, though we see not why,
since it lies within the same zones, tﬁe Europeans settled
here will in time fall below the white races of Europe
and Asia, below the yellow race, Chinese and Tartars, and
become of a reddish and bronzed complexion like the
aborigines.

The dialectic effects of original sin, we cannot accept.
One of these the author tells us is the use of reason or
knowledge of good and evil; but how can a man who
has not arrived at the use of reason, and who does not
inherit sin, commit sin? If Adam, before he sinned, had
not the use of reason, knew not good and evil, how was it
possible for him to sin? Moreover, to suppose it, would be
to suppose he was created an infant, not an adult man, con-
trary to common sense, contrary to the teaching of the the-
ologians, and contrary to what the author himself says, who
makes Adam one of the two individuals in which the human
species is completely actualized and individuated. What is
his middle term uniting these two extremes or opposites ?
That sin, in the providence of God, is overruled and made
the occasion of good, we do not deny ; but we do deny that
the good is ever the product of the sin, sin original or actual
is always sophistical, always evil, and in no sense can error
be dialectical and good. The good either exists in spite of
it, or is due to the operation of another cause than the sin
itself. 'We shall therefore never admit that original sin
under any aspect, or in any respect, is logical, in accordance
with the logic of things, or a profoundly philosophical
truth, evident, connected with the universal or(f:ar of things.
It is a fact to which all nature and all history bear witne
we grant and deplore, but it is not a truth, but like al
Si:i a falsehood in the intellectual and an evil in the moral
order.

It is thus we understand Gioberti’s doctrine as contained
in the extracts we have made, and it seems to us to be
their plain, natural, and obvious sense. It is possible, how-
. ever, that his friends may insist that his language admits
of a different interpretation, one, if not in consonance
with scholastic theology, at least in consonance with Cath-
olic faith. We by no means pretend that it is necessary
to preserve in all things the form of scholastic theology,
or that every departure from it is a departure from ortho-
doxy. Werﬁa've given as far as we have gone Gioberti’s



182 ’ VINCENZO GIOBERTL

doctrinc as we understand it, and we have offered such
criticisms on the propositions cited as have seemed to us
just and called for. We however have not yet done with
the author; for the present we break off, but with our
exposition incomplete. We have much more to say, and
something to say in his favor as well as against him. We
have thus far done little more than point out what we regard
as his errors; we intend in one or two future articles to
indicate his truth and to develop the real contributions he has
made to theological and philosophical science. DBut the pres-
ent article, thongh incomplete, and doing but scant justice
to the work before us, is perhaps enough for our readers,
and more than they will be willing to read and inwardly
digest during these hot summer days, and in these times
when their minds are engrossed with the deplorable condi-
tion of the country and the horrors of civil war.

ARTICLE IIL

PHILOSOPHY OF RELIGION.
[From Brownson's Quarterly Review for October, 1861.)

A Western editor, who has little occasion to put up the
Scotchman’s prayer, “O Laird! gie us a gude conceit o’
oursels,” attempts to be witty and merry over our advocacy
of the synthetic method ; and others have been at some loss
to understand what is the precise difference between the
synthetic and analytic methods we recognize. To our
merry critic we probably have noanswer to give that would
be intelligible ; to the others who ask rather than seek to
give information, and who experience a real difficulty on the
subject, we may reply that analysis considers a subject in its
several partsand these several parts abstractedly oras isolated,
while synthesis considers the subject as a whole and the
several parts in their relation to the whole or as integrated
in it. fn all philosophizing, as in all reasoning, there must
be Loth analysis and synthesis; and we do not understand,
and never have understood by the synthetic method the
exclusion of analysis. In the synthetic method synthesis
predominates and controls the analysis; in the analytic
method analysis predominates and controls the synthesis. In
the synthetic method we use analysis to find the synthesis;
in the analytic method we use analysis in order to construct.
a synthesis,
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‘We call the Scholastic method the analytic method, not be-
cause it does not aim at synthesis, but because it aims at a
logical synthesis, which is a mere abstract synthesis, not
at the real synthesis of things. It construects, it does not
find a synthesis; and hence its synthesis is not a real syn-
thesis but a simple sum or summary. By it we attain
to abstract conceptions, we see or study truth in detail, in
its separate or detached parts, not in its real relations asa
living and organic whole. There is, we should be sorry to
question, back of the Summa Zheologica of St. Thomas a
real, a living synthesis, as there is back of all the defini-
tions of the Church the living synthesis proceeding from
the creative act of God and revealed by the Gospel, in
which every definition of the Church, every special doc-
trine of the Summa is integral, and may be seen to be so
by an intellect capable of taking in the whole, and every

rt in its real relation to the whole; but this real and liv-
g synthesis is not continually kept in view, is not clearly
and distinetly brought out, and by ordinary minds is neither
discovered nor suspected ; each proposition stands, as it were,
alone, as an independent proposition, not as a part bearin
a relation to the whole, and baving its truth and signiii‘-
cance only in that relation. All minds of the first order
are synthetic, and, comprehend the parts in their relation
to the whole, while minds of the second, or an inferior
order are analytic, and are capable of comprehending the
whole only in 1ts parts, and lose themselves in particulars.*
Hence it is that our later philosophers and theologi-
ans who profess to follow the mediseval masters give us in

either theology or philosophy at best only a summary of

particnlars united by no cornmon bond, integrated in no
common principle that unites and vivifies the whole; hence

* Tt is exceedingly interesting to follow out the thought here merely
indicated. 8t. Thomas teaches that in proportion as the mind is of a
higher order, it understands by fewer ideas, until we ascend to God who
understands b{ one only idea. 8ee Sum Thed, p. 1, Qu. 55, Art. 8 and

u. 89, Art. 1, and Quodlib. 7, Art. 8. Balmes in his Fundamental

hilosophy denotes the fourth chapter of his first book to this subject,
and he sadys (vol. 1, p. 81): **Men of true genius are distinguished by the
unity and extent of their conceptions. ‘If they treat a difficult and com-
plicated question, they simplify it, consider it from a high point of view,
and determine one general idea which sheds light upon all the others.
If they have a difficulty to solve, they show the root of the error, and
with a werd dispel all the illusion of sophistry. If they use synthesis,
they first establish the principle which gs to serve as its basis, and with
onc dash trace the road to be followed in order to reach the wished-for
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modern official philosophy is a Aortus siccus, and theology
a caput mortuum, or rather a cabinet of specimens, where
each specimen is properly labelled and numbered. To be a
first-class philosopher or a first-class theologian now-a-days
demands only a good memory, or readiness in reading or
deciphering the labels and numbers.

Synthesis, rightly understood, is not something we attain
to or construct by our logical analyses, but is the real rela-
tion in which things actually exist, and to find it, we must
study things as they really are, and see them in their real
relation to their first cause and to their final cause. In fol-
lowing the synthetic method we start from the original syn-
thesis of things, intuitively given, which is the basis of all
the real as of all the knowable, and study to bring back to
this synthesis and integrate in it the several particular
things we observe and analyze, for these things have no
meaning, no reality even, out of this synthesis, or, if you
prefer it, their synthetic relation. Thus, if you dissolve
the synthesis and take either of its terms as isolated, you
attain not to truth, but either to pantheism or to nullism.
The creative act is a nullity if isolated from Zns or Being
whose act it is, as creatures or existences are nullities if iso-
lated from the creative act on which they are absolutely
dependent. Dissolve the synthesis and tgke the first term,
Being, and proceed analytically from the idea of Being to
the idea of creation, and the only idca of creation you can
attain to is that of a necessary creation, or the pantheism of
Cousin, because analytic judgments merely bring out the
contents of the subject analyzed, and in them subject and
predicate are identical, and the predicate adds nothing to
the subject. If the subject is real, necessary, and eternal
Being, creation, as analytically deducible therefrom, must
be itself real, eternal, and necessary Being, and therefore
no creation at all ; God and the universe would be identical.

result. If they make use of analysis they strike in its secret resort the
point where decomposition is to commence, they at once open the object
and reveal to us its most obscure mysteries. If there is question of a dis-
covery, while others are seeking here and there, they strike the ground
with their foot and exclaim, ‘‘the treasure is here.”

*‘No doubt there is in the intellectual order a simple truth from which
all other truths emanate, one idea which includes all other ideas. This
philosophy teaches, and the efforts, the natural and instinctive tenden-
cies of every intelligence toiling after simplicity and unity show it; such
also is the dictate of common sense, which considers that thought the
highest and noblest which is the most comprehensive and the most
simple.” Ep.
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Exclude the subject and proceed to deduce the idea of Cre-
ator from the simple analysis of existence, you would
_equally fail to attain to the idea of God, since, as we have
said, analytic judgments add no predicate to the subject,
and can bring out only what is already contained in it,
though before analysis not apprehended.

The illusion of our philosophers and some of our theolo-
gians on this point is in the fact that they unconscionsly in
analyzing existence or the contingent, do recognize and
assert the necessary and real as creating it. The countingent
is dependent and therefore cannot stand alone on its own
basis, and is inconceivable without that which is not con-
tingent on which it depends for existence. In itself, isolated
from God, it is simply nothing. The analysis of nothing
gives nothing; from nothing, nothing comes. Therefore
analysis of the simple idea of existence, or existence by itself
alone, conducts directly and immediately to nullism. Here
are the two rocks on which modern philosophy splits.
German philosophy, starting from Being, or what it calls
the Absoi)ute, remains forever in Being or the Absolute, and
can never assert the contingent or relative. Cartesianism,
or the prevailing French philosophy, starting from personal
existence, or the contingent, remains forever in it, and can
never get beyond subjectivism, to the assertion of real and
necessary Being, that is to say, is doomed to end in simple
nihilism. This too was the case with all ancient Pagan
philosophy, for that dissolved the original synthesis by leav-
ing out the copula, and turned forever in the subject, real
and necessary Being, or in the predicate,. contingent and
dependent existence.

e avoid either error only by recognizing -the original
. synthesis, or divine synthetic judgment intuitively aftirmed
to us, Being creates existences Having in this judgment
the three terms which embrace all reality, analysis of any
one of the terms is subordinated to it, and enlightened and
directed by it. Analysis is, then, obliged to study things
not merely in themselves but in their relations, and thus
remains within the region of reality. In this original syn-
thetic judgment there are the three terms of a judgment
proper, subject, predicate, and copula, and these three terms
are not only the basis or foundation of all reality, but they
run through it and are preserved through all the range of
secondary causes and effects; so that following the syn-
thetic method, analysis cannot isolate or take things out
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of the relations implied or asserted in this judgment. The
proper subject of analysis becomes under the synthetic
method not particular things in their isvlation, but particu-
lars in their relations to the feneral or the whole; it
becomes simply an instrument of synthesis, and serves only
to render more apparent or more striking the real synthesis
which embraces all things, Being and existences in their
actnal relations. .

All philosophy deserving that name is necessarily syn-
thetic; it is really the sodia of the Greeks, the sapientia
of the Latins, and is properly defined, the science and appli-
cation of principles. Its aim is to ascertain and to compre-
hend the real principles of things, caus® causarum, under-
stood both as first principles and last principles, or as first
cause and final cause, and their application in the order of

roduction and in the order of consummation, or in the
ierst and second cosmic cycles—as Gioberti would say, in
genesis and palingenesis or palingenesia. Such being the
nature and aim of philosophy, it is only sad merriment that
sneers at our preference of the synthetic to the analytic
method, and a merriment which proves that he who indulges
" it has yet to obtain the first philosophic conception; and
that how much socver he may have read in philosophical
works, how much soever he may have studied Dmowski,
Liberatore, Bouvier, or the Lugdunensis, he has not entered
even the vestibule of the temple of philosophy, far less its
adytum.
his being premised, we can understand what should be
meant by the %hilosophy of Revelation. By revelation we
understand the making known, or the communication to man
in a supernatural manner, of an order of truth above the
natural order or that which comes within the range, by its
own unassisted powers, of our natural reason. By the
philosophy of revelation is to be understood the truths so
made known or communicated, considered in their relation
to the natural, or what we mnay term the rational ordcr, or
the comprehension of both orders of truth in their real rela-
tions to one another, or their real synthesis, and in their
relation in common to God the source of all truth, the first
cause, and to God the end of all existence, or universal
final cause. The propriety of a Philosophy of Revelation
rests on the assumption that there is a real relation, inde-
{:endent of our thought, which our thought does not create,
ut simply discovers or apprchends, between the two orders
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of truth, that they are not two mutually independent orders,
but mutually tonch and complete each other, and are both
to be taken into the acconnt when seeking to explain the
origin, the progress, and the end of either. Neither order
stands by itself alone or is for itself alone, but each is for
the other; and necither in the most general and ultimate
end of man is completed without the other, or the desi
of Providence in regard to man and the universe fuﬁly]
accomplished. © To explain this relation, to show the mutual
.harmony of the two orders, the unity of their origin, the one
common law to which they are subjected, and their final
integration in union with God as the universal final cause,
was the purpose of Gioberti in the work some fragments
of which he had only written when death overtook him.
‘Whether his work, had he lived to complete it, would have
been all that could be desired on the subject, may well be
doubted ; but that it would have thrown great light on
man;l' of the highest, most important, and most giﬁcult
problems with which the human mind gras)lples or can
graEplc, no one who has made himself at all acquainted
with the philosophical genius and vast erudition of this
remarkable man can for one moment question. The frag-
ments which his friend has collected and here published
are so many Torsos for the study of the philosopher and
the theologian. Much is wanting; but wlrx)a.t we have are
master-pieces in their way.

In our last Review we criticised unsparingly what we

ded as the errors into which the author has fallen.

These errors are: 1. Confounding the natural and super-
natural, or virtnally denying all real distinction between
them ; 2. Identifying the Second Person of the Trinity with
the creative act; 3. Representing the Incarnation as the
completion of the act of creation, and each man as an
inclioate God, or a God that begins; 4. Representing original
sin as dialectical as well as sophistical ; amf 5. Asserting that
all truth and life consist in relation. Some of our merry
critics, who come under the description of what the late
Daniel Webster called captores verborum, whether in good
Latin or not; would add a sixth, namely, that he uses the
terins methexis and mimesis, or in Italian, la metesss and
la mimesi ; terms which they probably are not familiar
with, or at feast affect not to understand.

In a reply to these merry critics, we may say the words
are not uncommon in contemporary Italian, and the genius
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of our language admits the incorporation of either Greek or
Latin words in scientific writing, when needed. The terms
in question are very convenient, and have no equivalents in
Anglo-Saxon. They cannot be translated hterally and
exactly by any terms we are acquainted with in English or
in Latin, and therefore in translating we transfer them in
their Greek, not in their Italianized form. They are good
Greek, and are used by Plato and by Clemens Alexandrinus
substantially in the sense in which they are used by Gioberti,
and pertain to a deeper and truer philosophy than they who
object to them appear to have mastered. Amongst Latin
aunthors, St. Augustine "is the only one we have found
thoroughly acquainted with the philosophy to which these
terms pertain. He uses in their place zntelleigible and visible ;
but though the best terms he had in Latin, they are not their
exact equivalents. The methexis is indeed the intelligible,
but it is the created intelligible ; the mimesis is the visible,
but it is the visible that imitates or symbolizes the created
intelligible. Properly speaking, however, the intelligible
1s not created, and therefore its substitution for the methexis
is liable to lead to a very important, a very mischievous
error, traces of which we find in some Scholastics and espe-
cia&y in our modern German rationalists.

ethexis is the genus, the universal of the Schoolmen ;
but it defines.what neither genus nor universal does, and
avoids the error alike of the Realists, Conceptualists, and
Nominalists. What are wuniversals? what are genera?
ask the Schoolmen. Some answer, they are mere words;
others that they are mental conceptions; others that they
are entities. The last were called Realists; but, if you say
universals or genera are entities, then you can have man
without men. The first were called Nominalists; and if you
say with them wniversals or genera are mere words with
nothing corresponding to them existing a parte ret, then
you have men without man, and the generation of individ-
uals is inexplicable and inconceivable. If you say with the
second, or Conceptualists, that they are mere mental concep-
tions, you escape no difficulty of the Nominalists. Later
writers call them ideas, and understand by ideas essentim
rerum metaphysice, that is to say, the types or exemplars of
things in the divine mind, and therefore indistinguishable
from the divine essence itself, which is either nominalism or’
pantheism, according to the point of view of the interpreter.
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The word methexis, which implies participation, expresses
accurately the truth which the Schoolll)nen failed to discover,
or at least to express. (enera, according to the philosophy
to which this word pertains, are not merely artxcipate(f) by
individuals, whence generation, but themse]]x)'es participate
of Being ; so that the methexis participates of Being through
the act of creation, like every creature, and is participated
of by the individuals of the race, and expresses precisely
the relation of the genus to the Creator and to the creature,
subsisting never without either. The methexis is never
without the mimesis, or the mimesis without the methexis—
the race without the individual, or the individual without
the race, which it individnates, imitates, and symbolizes.
‘We shall understand this better by bearing in mind that
God created all things, and caused all things created to brin
forth fruit after their kind. Thus there is to be considered,
first, creation; secand, generation, production, not repro-
duction, as too often improperly asserted. The methexis of
the universe is created, and is, 1n Gioberti’s philosophy, the
creative act extrinsecated, or the extrinsecation of tll)xo Ver-
bum, the Word, extrinsecated in an individual male and
female of each kind or species. If we s of man, the
methexis was immediately created and individualized in
Adam, in whom there is the perfect union - of the
methexis and the mimesis, or the completion of the
methexis with the mimesis. But from Adam, from whose
side Eve was taken, or who was, as in the first chapter of
Genesis it is said, created male and female, the individua
tion of the methexis goes on from generation to generation.
The same order is constituted in principle through all the
enera and species of the universe. The methexis is actual
1n relation to the Creator, potential in relation to individuals.
But the methexis has and may have other applications, for
the analogy of generation runs through the whole of the
Creator’s works, and in all created things which can be objects
of onr thought, we may discover the methexic and mimetic
elements, often expressed by the terms substance and form,
the real and the apparent, the thing and its symbol, the
type and its fulfilment. When the Scriptures say, God is
angry, or he repents, they speak mimetically, symbolically,
and the methexic truth i1s what is really intended by these
forms of expression. All language is either methexic or
mimetic according to the point of view from which it is
considered ; mimetic a8 to the form, methexic as to the
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. noetic trnth expressed ; mimetic as a sign, methexic in that
which is signi?:ed to the understanding. The terms may
thus be universally applied, and their application is war-
ranted by that great principle which St. Thomas, after
Plato and St. Augustine, lays down, that God is simelitudo
rerum omnium, or that all things, in their order and accord-
ing to their kind and species, copy or imitate him as their
grand archetype or prototype. All orders of the cosmos or
visible universe exist methexically and mimetically, the
methexic manifesting itself continually in the mimetic, and
the mimetic struggling eternally to become methexic. In
this way the life, the discord, and the harmony of the uni-
verse are produced and perpetuated.

Since wtiting our previous article on Gioberti, a learned
friend, far better versed in the language and thought of
Gioberti than we are, has suggested to us that most of our
criticisms are mistakes, and rest either on our misapprehen-
sion of the real meaning of the author, or on our having
taken the opinions of a particular school of theologians for
Catholic doctrine itself. We charged Gioberti with con-
founding the natural and snpernatural, or with recognizing
no real distinction between them, or with virtually denying
all sn Pernatural order a8 distinct-from tho natural and above
it. This his friend says, is not true, for the author asserts
most positively such order, and his whole philosophy of
revelation demands it, only what we call the supernatural
he calls palingenesia, and places in the second eycle, or the
return of man to God, as his final Cause. The whole
Chrigtian order originates in and depends on the Incarna-
tion indeed, but it is ordered in relation to man’s destiny,
or return to God as his supreme Good, not to his origin in
God as his first cause, and, therefore, though it may have,
since it proceeds from God, within itself the two motions,
it must necessarily, when taken in its cosmic relation, per-
tain to the second cycle, as Gioberti asserts. It is a new
creation, indeed, for it originates in the immediate creative
act of God, but it cannot be regarded as an original creation
throughout, otherwise it could not be palingenesia, regenera-
tion, or a new birth. It has reference to generation, and re-
news it by grace.

The friend of Gioberti continues : *‘ The doctrine you oppose to the
author is untenable, for it makes the natural and the supernatural two dis-
tinct, independent, and disconnected creativns, with oaly an arbitrary
and unreal relation between them. Ncither has any reason in the other.
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On your doctrine nature might easily suffice for itsclf, and complete itself
in its own order. Man, if he had been left to nature alone, even as his
nature now subsists, could have had not only no conception of any thing
above nature,